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I
COVER SHEET

I FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF NORTON AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIAI
. Responsibl Agency: U.S. Air Force

I b. Cooperating Agencies: Federal Aviation Administration and U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service

3 c. Proposed Action: Disposal and Reuse of Norton Air Force Base (AFB), San Bernardino
County, California

d. Inquiries on this document may be directed to: Lt. Col. Gary Baumgartel, Chief of
Environmental Planning Division, AFCEE-ESE, 8106 Chennault Road, Brooks Air Force Base,
Texas, 78235-5318, (210) 536-3869.

_ e. Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

f Abstract: On January 5, 1989, the Secretary of Defense announced the closure of Norton5- AFB, California, pursuant to the Base Closure and Realignment Act. Previous environmental
documentation culminated in the filing of a Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Closure of Norton AF8 in July 1990. A Record of Decision (ROD) for the action was signed
October 3, 1990. The base is scheduled for closure in March 1994. This EIS has been
prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act to analyze the potential
environmental consequences of the disposal and reasonable alternatives for reuse of the
base. The document includes analyses of the potential impacts each alternative may have
on the local community, including land use and aesthetics, transportation, utilities,
hazardous materials/wastes, soils and geology, water resources, air quality, noise, biological
resources, and cultural resources. Potential environmental impacts are aircraft-related
noise, increased traffic, reduced wildlife habitat, alteration of topography, alteration of
water flow and drainage patterns, and increase in emissions of air pollutants. Traffic
mitigations include area roadway improvements. If avoidance of impacts to biological
resources is not adequate or possible, mitigation in the form of replacement, restoration, or
enhancement is possible. Air pollutant emissions that may interfere with achievement of
attainment goals will require maximum mitigation and offsets. Because the Air Force is
disposing of the property, some of the mitigation measures are beyond the control of the
Air Force. Remediation of Installation Restoration Program sites is and will continue to be
the responsibility of the Air Force.
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I SUMMARY

U
PURPOSE AND NEED

3 In May 1988, the Secretary of Defense established the Commission on Base
Realignment and Closure to examine the issue of military Installation
realignments and closures. On October 24, 1988, the Congress and the5President endorsed the Commission and its charter by passing the Defense
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (BCRA)
(Public Law 100-526). The Commission submitted its report to the
Secretary of Defense on December 29, 1988. Norton Air Force Bass (AFB),
"California, was one of the bases rcmmeanded by the Commission for
closure. The Secretary of Defense approved the Commission's
recommendations on January 5, 1989, and announced that the Department
of Defense would implement them.

BCRA also requires the Secretary of Defense to comply with the NationalI Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in the imleenaio of the base closures
and realignments. The Secretary of Defense, through the Air Force, is
"preparing the required NEPA documents for these actions. In July 1990, the
Air Force released the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Closure
of Norton Air Force Base, California, which addresses environmental impacts
associated with base closure. The Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on
October 3, 1990.

The Air Force must now make a series of interrelated decisions concerning
the disposition of base property. In support of these decisions, this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared to provide
information on the potential environmental impacts resulting from reuse of
the base property after disposal by the Air Force. The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
are cooperating agencies in the preparation of this EIS, which will assist
them in making related decisions concerning reuse of Norton AFB property.
Several alternative reuse concepts are studied to identify the range of
potential environmental consequeces of disposal.

After completion and consideration of this EIS, the Air Force will prepare
decision documents stating the terms and conditions under which the
dispositions will be made, including the mitigation measures, if any, that
may be taken by the Air Force or be required of the recipients of base
property. These decisions may affect the environment by influencing the
nature of the future use of the property. Since the purpose of this EIS is
limited to support the decisions of the Air Force and the cooperating
agencies related to disposal, further environmental analysis and
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U
documentation may need to be done by reuse proponents to meet applicable 3
laws and regulations governing their actions.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

The land to be disposed of by the Air Force comprises 1,981 acres,
including the airfield and main administrative, industrial, and residantial areas
of the base and two noncontiguous parcels: a 3-acre parcel ner the I
southwest and of the runway which contains airport navigation equipment,
and a 30-acre parcel within the city of Highland. currently used for
recreation. The Air Force will be retaining three parcels of the base totalling n
146 acres for continued use by the Ballistic Missile Organization (BMO) and
as military family housing for Air Force officers and non-commissioned
officers. These three parcels would be retained under all of the altematives I
evaluated.

For the purpose of evaluating possible environmental impacts resulting from i
the incident reuse of the land to be disposed, the Air Force has selected
reuse of the primary portion of the installation as a civilian airport and
office/industrial park as the Proposed Action. This plan was developed by I
the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) and centers on the
establishment of a commercial aviation, general aviation, and aviation
maintenance airport in the are of th existing base airfied. Most facilities I
currently housing the Air Force non-aviation support functions would
continue to be used and replaced with office/industrial and airportelated
commercial development. The golf course and Santa Ann Wash area on I
base would continue to be used as recreation/open ares. The
noncontiguous 30-acre parcel in Highland would become a municipal park,
and the 3-acre parcel would continue to be used for airfield-related 3
equipment.

The following alternatives to the Proposed Action are being considered: 3
Redevelopment of the base as an airport with mixed non-
aviation land uses (Airport with Mixed Use Alternative). The Ii
primary differences from the Proposed Action are (1) more
retention and reuse of existing facilities and infrastructure on
base and (2) incorporation of residential, commercial, and more
recreational land uses within the baso property. Use of the two U
noncontiguous parcels would be the some as under the
Proposed Action. i

Redevelopment of the base as an aircraft maintenance center
(Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternati). This plan differs from
the Proposed Action In (1) use of the airport for general aviation
and aviation maintenance operations with no commercial
passenger servke, which would substantially decrease the
number of annual flight operations, and (2) use of the eastern
portion of the baso for aggregate mining. Land uses In the main

S-2 Norton AFO Dfispse/nd Reuse FE/S



developed arem of the base west of the airfield would be similar
to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Use of the two
noncontiguous parcels would be the same as under the
Proposed Action.

"Redevelopment of the base primarily for residential use, with no
aviation activity (Non-Aviation Altesntive). The main developed
area of the base would be used for a mixture of industrial,
commercial, residential, and recreational activities, similar to the
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, but the existing airfield and
surrounding area would be removed and replaced with single-
family housing. The parcel in Highland would also be developed
for residential use, and the 3-acre parcel would be converted to
industrial use.

" Other land use concepts for discrete facilities or areas of the
base. These include other government agency and independent
proposals which typically involve only a portion of the property
available for disposal and, therefore, could be implemented
independently and/or with the Proposed Action or any of the
alternatives under consideration.

" The No-Action Alternative, which entails the base remaining
under federal control and being placed in caretaker status.
Under this alternative, like the others, the Air Force would still
continue to use 146 acres of the base for the BMO and military
family housing.

SCOPE OF STUDY

The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the disposal and reuse of Norton
AFB was published in the Federal Register on February 19, 1991. Issues
related to the disposal and rouse of Norton AFB were identified during a
public scoping meeting held on March 20, 1991 in the San Bernardino City
Council Chambers in San Bernardino, California, and the ensuing scoping
period that ended on April 19, 1991. The comments and concerns
expressed at the public scoping meeting and in written correspondence
received by the Air Force, as well as information from other sources, were
used to determine the scope and direction of studies and analyses required
to accomplish this EIS.

This EIS discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with the
Proposed Action and its alternatives. In order to establish the context in
which these environmental impacts may occur, potential changes in
population and employment, land use and aesthetics, transportation, and
community and public utility services are discussed as project-related
influencing factors. Issues related to current and future management of
hazardous materials and wastes are also discussed. Potential impacts to the
physical and natural environment are evaluated for soils and geology, water
resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources.

Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS S-3



I
These impacts may occur as a direct result of disposal and reuse actions or 3
as an indirect result of changes to the local communities.

The baseline against which the Proposed Action and alternatives are

analyzed consists of the conditions projected at base closure in 1994. This U
allows impacts associated with disposal and reuse to be addressed
separately from those associated with base closure. General preclosure
conditions, along with the impacts of closure, were addressed in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Closure of Norton Air Force Base.
Although the baseline assumes a closed base, a reference to preclosure

conditions is provided in several sections (e.g., air quality and noise) to

allow a comparative analysis over time. This will assist the Air Force
decision maker, and other agencies responsible for decisions relating to
reuse of Norton AFB, in understanding potential long-term trends in
comparison to historic conditions when the installation was active.

The Air Force is also preparing a separate Socioeconomic Impact Analysis I
Study on the economic impacts expected in the region as a result of the
closure, disposal, and reuse of Norton AFB. That document, although not

required by NEPA, will assist the local community in planning for the U
transition of the base from military to civilian use.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS 3
The Draft EIS (DEIS) for disposal and reuse of Norton AFB was made

available for public review and comment in January through March 1992. A
public hearing was held in San Bernardino, California, on February 12, 1992,
at which the Air Force presented the findings of the DEIS. Comments
received both verbally at the public hearing and in writing during the I
comment period have been addressed by the Air Force in Chapter 9 of this
EIS. In addition, the text of the EIS itself has been revised, as appropriate,

to reflect the concerns expressed in the public comments. The responses to
the comments in Chapter 9 identify sections of the EIS that have been
revised.

SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM THE DEIS TO THE FEIS

Based on more recent studies or comments from the public, the following
sections of the EIS have been updated or revised:

"* Section 2.3.5 was added to describe the treatment of interim
uses of base property. I

"* Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect revisions to
the southwestern base boundary.

"* Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect new
employment data for the Proposed Action.

S-4 Norton AF8 Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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" Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect the
withdrawal of the Federal Bureau of Prison's proposal for a
Federal Correctional Complex.

" Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect the current
extent of the TCE-contaminated groundwater plume.

" Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste Management (Sections
3.3 and 4.3) includes expanded discussions on the following:

- FFA schedule moved from Appendix L to Section 3.3
. Impacts of the IRP process on reuse development
- Concept of risk associated with certain types of development

and IRP sites

Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to include existing
flooding potential and the associated impacts.

" Sections 3.4.6 and 4.4.6 have been updated to include results
of the cultural resource investigations and the completion of the
consultation requirements.

" Section 4.2.3 has been revised to discuss the impacts to local
plans caused by traffic congestion.

" Air quality impacts due to aggregate mining and construction
activities have been itemized in the presentation of reuse-related
air quality impacts.

" Air quality (Section 4.4.3) has been revised to include
discussion of emission credits and credit transfer, as well as, the
conformity provisions of the Clean Air Act.

" Additional potential mitigation measures for air quality impacts
have been included in Section 4.4.3.

" Air quality analysis for nitrogen dioxide (NO 2) has been provided
on a regional basis and not on a local scale due to the nitrogen
oxides (NON) conversion variables.

Local air quality analysis has been refined to use actual
meteorological data for dispersion modeling.

Projections for future air emissions have been limited to the year
2010 due to uncertainties of speculating conditions far in the
future.

Where applicable, the probable success of mitigation measures
has been described.

Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS S-5
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 3

This EIS describes potential impacts from the reuse of Norton AFB as a
foreseeable consequence of the disposal of base property. However, the Air
Force will not actually implement the reuse plans that are analyzed in this U
document, and, consequently, cannot precisely predict the details of
redevelopment and reuse. Therefore, factors expected to substantially
influence environmental impacts have been identified and evaluated for a
variety of reuse conditions. These include employment, population
increases, land use, traffic, utilities consumption, and hazardous materials
use associated with each reuse concept under consideration.

Influencing factors and environmental impacts for the Proposed Action and
alternatives are briefly described below. Project-related influencing factors a
are also summarized in Table S-1, and resulting population and employment
trends are depicted in Figures S-1 and S-2. Impacts of the Proposed Action
and alternatives over the 20-year study period are summarized in Table S-2.

PROPOSED ACTION 5
Local Community. Redevelopment of base property under the Proposed
Action would result in increases in employment and population in the five-
city Area of Concentrated Study (ACS) and the San Bernardino-Riverside !
county region. The ACS is the area within which the bulk of socioeconomic
impacts from base reuse is anticipated to occur. It includes the cities of San
Bernardino, Redlands, Highland, Loma Linda, and Colton. Approximately I
30,300 direct jobs are projected by the year 2015, with an additional
23,000 secondary jobs. About 37,700 of these direct and secondary jobs
would occur within the ACS. This would result in an increase in the
population in the San Bernardino-Riverside county region of almost 34,300
people. It is estimated that about 20,700 of these people would settle in
the ACS communities. 5
Land use on base would change from the current pattern of mixed use to a
more uniform business park environment. This would be consistent with
general redevelopment trends in the area but would contrast with historic
development patterns that are still evident in areas immediately adjacent to
the base. The Proposed Action would be consistent with regional policies
that emphasize a better balance between jobs and housing. It would also be
generally consistent with local General Plans and Development Codes. The
San Bernardino Development Code, as well as development policies of
Redlands and Highland, could be revised to reflect changes in noise and
airfield safety requirements related to the airfield. This is expected to result
in a decrease in the area constrained by Airport Overlay Districts. 3
The Proposed Action would require widening of segments of Mill, Fifth, and
Alabama streets near the base to bring them into conformance with the
criteria for major arterials. Wh these improvements, level of service (LOS)

S-6 Norton AFS Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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I
on key road segments serving the base would be maintained at LOS E or
above. The Proposed Action also incorporates plans to realign and connect
Tippecanoe Avenue and Del Rosa Drive on base to provide improved access
and traffic flow. These improvements would ensure an adequate local
transportation network but would not alleviate expected degradation i LOS
of segments of Interstate Highways 10 and 215, even if there is no reuse of
Norton AFB. These problems with regional transportation would occur with
or without base reuse.

Airspace conflicts are also a concern with the Proposed Action. Approach
and departure routes for Norton AFB ovedrp and directly interact with
routes in and out of Ontario International Airport. Although no problems are
anticipated as a direct result of the Proposed Action, future plans to expand
the Ontario airport could result in a cumulative capacity problem.

Utility consumption associated with the Proposed Action would represent a
relatively small increase in the total demand within the service areas of
various utility providers. The Proposed Action involves replacement of
virtually all on-base distribution systems, but off-base services would not
require substantial alterations.

Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste. The types of hazardous materials
and wastes used and generated by the Proposed Action are expected to be I
similar to those present during preclosure use. The quantities are expected
to be somewhat greater. The responsibility for managing hazardous
materials and waste would shift from a single user to multiple, independent I
users. This may result in a reduction of service if there is no single on-site
organization capable of responding to hazardous materials and hazardous
waste spills. The incorporation of extensive landscaping and amenities in I
the office/industrial park is expected to result in an increase in use of
pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides. It is assumed that adequate
management procedures would be imposed, as required by applicable laws
and regulations, to ensure proper use and handling of these materials.

Reuse activities are not expected to affect the remediation of Installation 3
Restoration Program (IRP) sites, which is proceeding according to a Federal
Facilities Agreement (FFA) involving the Air Force, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the state of California. However, the IRP schedule 3
could result in delays in the conveyance of contaminated sites for reuse. In
general, this is not expected to hamper most reuse plans, but the golf
course could be unusable for a period of time. 3
Existing underground storage tanks lUSTs) not in conformance with current
regulations would be removed by the Air Force prior to base closure, as
would all polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) equipment with 50 parts per million
(ppm) or greater. Future demolition and renovation of structures with
asbestos-containing materials are assumed to be performed by new owners
in compliance with applicable regulations and National Emissions Standards

S-14 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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5 for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). No impacts due to radon or
medical/biohazardous materials are expected under the Proposed Action.

3 Natural Environment. The Proposed Action would involve use of aggregate
resources for construction, which are available In the local area.
Development on the base would reduce the availability of these resources
for mining, but other potential reserves are adequate to meet projected
regional demands. New construction would be required to conform to
building codes for Seismic Zone IV. Soils in the area are not particularly
susceptible to erosion, so this is not expected to be an adverse impact.
Construction activity would change surface drainage flows and may increase
the amount of impervious surface.

i Water consumption would increase by about 5 million gallons owr day
(MGD). The San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWD)
currently supplements local groundwater sources with other sources (i.e.,
surface water and imported water). Increased supplemental supplies will be
needed to meet the additional demand from the Proposed Action. Air
pollutant emission increases associated with the Proposed Action could

I delay the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (SCAQMD) efforts
to bring the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) into attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality

i Standards (CAAQS) for particulate matter, the CAAQS for ozone, and the
CAAQS for carbon monoxide. Attainment of standards for other pollutants5- is not expected to be affected.

Aircraft noise associated with the Norton AFB airfield would be less under
the Proposed Action than prior to base closure. Approximately 780 acresU- would be exposed to day-night noise levels (DNL) of 65 decibels (dB) or
greater by the year 2005. Six existing residences would be within this area,
where nine people reside as of June 1992. The area exposed to DNL of
65 dB or greater would decrease to about 300 acres by 2015, when new,
quieter aircraft would predominate. This contrasts with about 7,300 acres
exposed to those noise levels under preclosure conditions. Surface traffic
noise would increase over certain roads.

The Proposed Action has the potential for adversely affecting biological
resources on base. These resources are protected as long as the base
remains in federal ownership. Future development could subject the

endangered Santa Ana River woolly-star to adverse impacts. The Los
Angeles Uttle Pocket Mouse and San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat,
both category 2 candidate species for listing as threatened or endangered,
could also be affected. Foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk (state listed
as threatened), habitat for the burrowing owl (state species of special
concern), and habitat for the loggerhead shrike (a Category 2 candidate for
federal listing) would be reduced. A loss of less than 1 acre of wetland
would likely occur due to further channelization for flood control. There

Norton AFO Disposal and Rouse FEIS S-15
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would be no effect an cultural resources. Poti off-bam impacts- would 3
be subject to stIand. possibly. federal requierments regulating the
tWoItMIXnt of the88 resources.

AIRPORT WIYTH MI SE ALTEBMlTIVE

The imnpcts of this atermative would be similar to thos of the Proposed
Action. The folowing siumarizes tohei- differences. Influencing
factors sid environmenrtal ipacts awe presented in comparative form in
Tabls S-I and S-2. 3
Loc Comimunke. This alternative would generate about 22,800 direct and
19,900 secondary jobs by the year 2015. About 28,900 of these jobs
would occur in the ACS. Population in the Son Bernardinve-rsid county
region is poectd F incrs by about 26,300 compared to the post-
closure baseline. An astimated 15,700 of thisincreas would be in the ACS
coimunities. Land use on bass would be more similar to preclosure
conditions, masintaining the mnixed-use patterns that -urnl characterize
the bas and the surrounding arn. The Airport with Mixed Use A•ternati
would be consistent with regional poline for improving the jobs-htouseingI
balance. Continued use of por ions of the bas for residential, conmmercial,
and recreational activities would be inconsistent with the city of San
Berardi's proposed zoning for ban pioperty, which has not benw
adopted. Aircraft operations would be sinilar to the Proposed Action, so
skimar changes, would be appropriate to the San Bernardino Developient
Code and polkic of Redlanid and Highland. Transportation, airspace, and
utilities impacts would be essentielly the same a reported for the Proposed
Action. Inmvement would be nKuir to segments of Rfth and Mill
strem to maintain LOS E or above.

Haardous MaeilalsMaados Waste. There would be minor difference
between the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative wd the Proposed Action
with respect to huazdous n l and h waste managenent.
Swcum this alentv includes residentia land uses, €cn WldWono was

given to the pontial for radon hazards. bt a survey conducted on base
revealed levies below the U.S. Env onm Protection Agency's trshold
for recommending mitigation.

Natural Environmnt. Impacts from this alternative on soils, geology, water
resources, air quality. and biological resources would be similor na te
for the Prooe Action. Aircraft nise* effects would also be similar, with
about 750 acres exposd to DNL levels of 65 dB or greater in 2006, the
noisiest yer. Currently, six resideces, presently occp by nine people.
exist within this am. Surface traffic noise would increas on some local
roads. There would be no effect on cultural rme rces. Potential off-bas
Impacts would be subJect to s and, possibly, federal regulations.
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I
AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE CENTER ALTERNATIVE

This alternative differs from the Proposed Action and the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative in the number and type of aircraft operations and the
inclusion of aggregate mining as a land use. Resulting differences in
impacts are briefly described below and presented in comparative form in

I Tables S-I and S-2.

Local Community. This alternative would generate about 18,100 direct and
16,200 indirect jobs by the year 2015. About 23,100 of these jobs wouldI occur in the ACS. Population in the two-county region is projected to
increase by about 21,000 compared to the post-closure baseline. An
estimated 12,500 of this number would settle in the ACS communities.
Land use in the main developed part of the base west of the airfield would
be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. The eastern portion of
the base, including 27 acres in the Santa Ann Wash, would be devoted to
aggregate mining. This could present a potential land use conflict with
adjacent areas, requiring setbacks and screening to reduce adverse effects.
Continued use of portions of the base for residential, commercial, and
recreational activities would be inconsistent with the city of San
Bernardino's proposed, but not adopted, zoning for base property. Aircraft
operations would be substantially less than the Proposed Action and Airport
with Mixed Use Alternative because there would be no commercial
passenger service. The requirement for Airport Overlay Districts in the San
Bernardino Development Code, as well as development restrictions in
Redlands and Highland, would be eliminated. This would also reduce
cumulative airspace conflicts with Ontario International Airport.
Transportation and utilities impacts would be similar to the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative; only Mill and Fifth streets would require widening to
maintain LOS E or above.

Hazardous Ma-rls/Hazardous Waste. The Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative would be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative with
respect to hazardous materials and hazardous waste management. The area
identified for potential mining includes a former base landfill, which is an IRP
site. Plans for remediation of that site could affect the location and extent
of aggregate mining activities.

Natural Environment. Impacts from this alternative on soils, geology, water
resources, and air quality would not differ substantially from the Proposed
Action. Mining activity would have to be carefully managed, including
establishment of a reclamation program, to preclude significant effects on
soils and drainage in the area. Mining in the Santa Ana Wash would require
diverting the stream channel, which could result in sedimentation
downstream and temporary loss of wetlands. Aircraft noise effects would
be less, with areas exposed to DNL levels of 65 dB or greater confined to
the immediate vicinity of the airfield. Noise would be greater in the area of
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aggregate mining, due to aggregate processing, excavation, and
transportation. Mining in the Santa Ana Wash and warehouse development
would affect native vegetation and riparian areas, as well as habitat for the
endangered Santa Ana River woolly-star, Los Angeles little pocket mouse,
and San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat, all federal candidate species for
listing as threatened or endangered. There would be no effect on cultural
resources. Potential off-base impacts would be subject to state and,

possibly, federal regulations.

NON-AVIATION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative would replace aviation-related land uses with residential
development. Therefore, there would be no impacts associated with aircraft
operations. Impacts are briefly described below and summarized in
Tables S-1 and S-2.

Local Community. This alternative would generate 25,500 direct and I
19,800 secondary jobs by the year 2015. About 31,400 of these jobs
would occur in the ACS. This would result in a population increase in the

San Bemardino-Riverside County region of approximately 28,800. It is
estimated that 17,300 of these people would settle in the ACS
communities. Land use in the main developed part of the base, west of the
airfield, would be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. The I
airfield and eastern portion of the base would be developed for single-family
residential use, with some neighborhood commercial and community service
(schools) uses. This alternative would be inconsistent with the city of San I
Bernardino's proposed, but not adopted, zoning for base property, which
emphasizes airport and office/industrial uses. It would also be inconsistent
with regional goals to balance jobs and housing. The requirement for Airport
Overlay Districts in the San Bernardino Development Code, as well as
restrictions in Redlands and Highland, would be completely eliminated, as
would cumulative airspace conflicts with Ontario International Airport.
Transportation and utilities impacts would be similar to the Proposed Action.
Improvements would be needed to segments of Fifth, Alabama, and Mill
streets.

Hazardous MaterlalslHazardous Waste. There would be some difference
between the Non-Aviation Alternative and the Proposed Action and other 3
alternatives with respect to hazardous materials and hazardous waste
management, largely in the quantities of fuel and hazardous materials likely
to be used or stored on site. There would be more household use of oils, i
pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides and less fuels and hazardous materials
used for industrial purposes. IRP sites in the northeast portion of the base
could delay development of residential land uses.

Natural Environment. Impacts from this alternative on soils, geology, water
resources, air quality, and biological resources would be similar to the

Proposed Action. There would be no noise effects from aircraft operations,

S-18 Norton AFS Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
I



but traffic nois would increase on some roads. There would be no effect
on cultural resources. Poten off-bin impacts would be su•ect to st
and, possibly, federal regulations.

OTHER LAND USE CONCEPTS

Other land use concepts ae analyzed in terms of their effects on
employment, population, and the environment when combined with the
Proposed Action and the other alternatives. The effects of each concept on
on-site employment end population and on development relative to the
Proposed Action and each alernative are summarized in Table S-3. Impacts
on the local community and the environment assoclated with theIimplementation of other land use concepts ae summarized in Table S-4.

Most of these independent uses involve individual buildings or small parcels
of land and could be integrated with any one of the reuse plans with little
impact. There are a few exceptions. The U.S. Department of Agriculture
has requested land for administrative and other functions and access to

airport facilities for use by the Forest Service. This request could be only

partially accommodated with the Non-Aviation Alternative. Some proposals
involving use of existing facilities, such as those submitted by the

Department of Veterans Affairs, the Department of the Interior, and the San
Bernardino County work furlough program, would not be consistent with the
long-term objectives of the Proposed Action but could be an integral part of
the alternative reuse plans evaluated. Aggregate mining in conjunction with
the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative could severely
constrain aviation support development and efficient use of the airfield and
would increase impacts on biological resources. In conjunction with the
Non-Aviation Alternative, aggregate mining could adversely affect adjacent
residential land uses.

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Local Community. Under this alternative, the Air Force would still retain

146 acres for the BMO and military family housing. The only other Air
Force activities associated with the No-Action Alternative would be
caretaker maintenance of the remaining 1,981 acres of the base. This

I would generate less than 100 direct and secondary jobs. There would be
no overall incremm in employment or population. The presence of an
essentially vacant and unused area in the middle of the community could
hamper or delay redevelopment and revitalization of adjacent lands. No

effects on utilities or on road, air, or railroad transportation are expected.
LOS on 1-10 and 1-215 would continue to deteriorate independent of base

j activity..

Hazardous MftAleddsla mkou Waste. Small quantities of various types of
I hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and pesticides, herbicides, and
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I
Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste. Small quantities of various types of
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and pesticides, herbicides, and
fungicides would be used for this alternative. All hazardous materials and
waste would be managed and controlled by the Air Force's disposal
management team in accordance with applicable regulations. Security of
IRP sites would be enhanced under this alternative. All USTs would be
removed or maintained in place according to required standards.

Natural Environment. This alternative would result in negligible impacts on
air quality, the noise environment, and biological resources. The No-Action
Alternative would not impact geological resources, soils, water resources, or
cultural resources relative to baseline conditions.

I
I
I
U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I 1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

U This environmental impact statement (EIS) examines the potential impacts to
the environment resulting from the disposal and reuse of Norton Air Force
(AFB) Base, California. This document has been prepared in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEO) regulations implementing NEPA. Appendix
A presents a glossary of terms, acronyms, and abbreviations used in this
document.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

This EIS addresses the disposal of Norton AFB, in whole or part, to other
federal agencies, public entities, and/or private parties. The disposal of
Norton AFB is authorized by the Defense Authorization Amendments and
Base Closure and Realignment Act (BCRA) (Public Law [P.L.] 100-526) and
the recommendations of the Secretary of Defense's Commission on BaseI Realignment and Closure. The Secretary of Defense established the
Commission in May 1988 to recommend military installations for
realignment and closure, focusing on the military value of the installation as
Sthe primary criterion in identifying candidate bases. The U.S. Congress and
the President endorsed the Commission and its charter by implementing the
Defense Authorization Amendments and BCRA on October 24, 1988.

On December 29, 1988, the Commission submitted its report to the
Secretary of Defense, recommending realignments and closures affecting1 145 military installations. Of these installations, 86 are to be closed,
including Norton AFB. The Secretary of Defense approved the
Commission's recommendations on January 5, 1989 and announced that
the Department of Defense (DOD) would implement the realignments and
closures of the selected installations. Congress did not pass a joint
resolution disapproving the Commission's recommendations. Under the
provisions of the BCRA, the Secretary of Defense must initiate the
recommended closures and realignments by September 30, 1991 and
complete them before September 30, 1995.

I The Norton AFB property will be disposed of in compliance with the BCRA
and the Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR) (41 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFRI 101-47), as amended by the Air Force (41 CFR

132-47).

NI
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Air Force decisions regarding Norton AFB property include the following: 3

"* If, how, and when the property will be divided into parcels for
disposal (parcelization) 3

" What disposal method will be used for each parcel, such as:
- Transfer to another federal agency
- Public benefit conveyance to an eligible entity I
- Negotiated sale to a public body
- Sealed bid or auction to the general public

* What mitigation measures are needed for Air Force actions that
cause adverse environmental impacts.

The Air Force goal is to dispose of Norton AFB property through transfer i
and/or conveyance to other government agencies and/or private parties.
The Proposed Action supports use of the existing airfield to attract
international trade and commerce to the inland valley region of southern I
California, replace employment lost as a result of the closure of Norton AFB,
and integrate reuse of the base into the surrounding community. 3
Because the parcelization and disposal methods represent legal processes
and do not directly affect the environment, this EIS will focus on the
environmental impacts associated with the reuse implemented by future I
owner(s). The Air Force has based its Proposed Action on plans developed
by the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) for the purpose of
conducting the required environmental analysis. In addition, the Air Force U
has analyzed the environmental impacts associated with other reasonable
reuse plans received during the scoping period. The Air Force also
developed additional alternatives in order to provide the basis for a broad
environmental analysis, thus ensuring that all reasonably foreseeable
impacts resulting from potential reuse have been identified. The recipient(s)
of the property will ultimately determine the reuse of the property. Five i
alternatives have been identified, which include three aviation reuse
proposals, one non-aviation reuse, and a No-Action Alternative that would
not involve reuse. 3
In some cases, compliance with environmental laws may delay the Air

Force's final disposal of the property while remedial actions are conducted
on contaminated property. Until property can be transferred by deed, the
Air Force may execute long-term leases with the ultimate recipients to allow
reuse to begin as quickly as possible. The Air Force would structure the
leases to provide the lessees with maximum control over the property,
consistent with the terms of the final disposal and with any restrictions
necessary to protect the remedial actions. In these cases, it is the Air
Force's intent to dispose of leased property by converting leases to deeds at
the earliest possible date.

I
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3 1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS PROCESS

BCRA also requires compliance with NEPA (with some exceptions) in the
implementation of the base closures and realignments. The issues that were
excluded from NEPA compliance are:

"* The establishment of the Commission on Base Realignment and
Closure

5 * The selection of installations for closure or realignment

"* The Secretary of Defense's acceptance of the Commission's
recommendations.aThe Secretary of Defense, through the Air Force, Is preparing the required

NEPA documentation at each stage of the base closure process. In July
1990, the Air Force released the Final Environmental Impact Statement for
the Closure of Norton AFB, which addressed the environmental impacts
associated with closure (U.S. Air Force, 1990e). The Record of Decision
(ROD) was signed on October 3, 1990 and is presented in Appendix B of
this EIS.

The Air Force has prepared this EIS to provide information on the range of
potential environmental impacts of federal decisions regarding the disposal
and incident reuse of Norton AFB. Following the completion and
consideration of this EIS, the Air Force will make a series of interrelated
decisions regarding transfer, conveyance, and parcelization of the affected
property. The federal decision documents, such as the ROD, will state the
terms and conditions of the conveyance, including the mitigation measures,
if any, that will be implemented by the Air Force or required of the recipients
of the base properties. These decisions will affect the environment by
determining or influencing the nature of the future use of the property.

Because the parcelization and disposal methods do not directly affect the
environment, this EIS will focus on the environmental impact associated
with the reuse implemented by future owners. This EIS addresses a range
of reasonable, post-disposal reuse alternatives to help identify and evaluate
indirect environmental impacts associated with Air Force disposal of the
affected property.

The Air Force has adopted the redevelopment plans developed by the IVDA
as the Proposed Action for the purpose of conducting the required
environmental analysis. In addition, the Air Force has also analyzed the
environmental impacts associated with other reasonable reuse alternatives
to ensure that potential environmental impacts have been identified. These
include two aviation reuse proposals, a non-aviation reuse, and a no-action
alternative that involves no reuse. Actual decisions on reuse of the propertyIwill be made by its recipients subsequent to transfer or conveyance.

Norton AFS Disposal and Reuse FEIS 1-3
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Certain activities inherent in the development or expansion of an airport
constitute federal actions that full under the statutory and regulatory
authority of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The FAA generally
reviews these activities through the processing and approval of an Airport
Layout Plan (ALP). Goals of the ALP review system are to: (1) determine its
effectiveness in achieving safe and efficient utilization of airspace, (2)
assess factors affecting the movement of air traffic, and (3) establish
conformance with FAA design criteria. The FAA approval action may also
include other specific elements such as preparation of the Airport
Certification Manual (Part 139); the Airport Security Plan (Part 107); and the
location, construction, or modification of an air traffic control (ATC) tower,
terminal radar approach control (TRACON) facility, other navigational and
visual aids, and facilities. 3
In view of its possible direct involvement with the disposal of Norton AFB,

the FAA is serving as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS. If
surplus property is conveyed to a local agency for airport purposes, the FAA
will be the federal agency that would enforce deed covenants requiring the
property to be used for airport purposes. Additionally, the FAA may later

provide airport improvement program grants to the airport sponsor (local
agency taking title). The FAA also has special expertise and the legal
responsibility to make recommendations to the Air Force for the disposal of

surplus property for airport purposes. The Surplus Property Act of 1944 (50 I
U.S. Code [USCI Appendix 1622[g]) authorized disposal of surplus real and
related personal property for airport purposes and requires that the FAA
certify that the property is necessary, suitable, and desirable for an airport.

The potential environmental impacts of airport development must be
assessed prior to commitment of federal funding, in accordance with NEPA I
and FAA Orders 1050.1 D, Policies and Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts, and 5050.4A, Airport Environmental Handbook.

Environmental impacts must be assessed prior to authorization of plans of I
local agencies for the development of the entire area in which the airport is

located. Projects that involve adverse impacts will not be implemented
unless no prudent or feasible alternative exists and until all measures to 3
mitigate adverse effects have been addressed.

This EIS provides the assessment of potential environmental impacts of the 3
proposed Airport Plan developed by the IVDA and required by the NEPA and
Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs). It also provides environmental
assessment information to aid FAA decisions on funding requests for airport 3
development projects through covenants in the deed of conveyance. If the
runway and associated land are to be conveyed and developed as an airport,
the new owners are required to prepare an ALP and submit it to the FAA for

approval.
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The U.S. Department of Agriculture. Forest Service (USFS), Pacific
Southwest Region is also a cooperating agency in the preparation of this
EIS. The Forest Service has a variety of facilities scattered throughout
southern California and is looking at Norton AFB as a potential site for
facility consolidation. Facilities and/or land for the San Bernardino National
Forest Supervisor's Office and emergency fire equipment cache and aviation
needs will be considered in the EIS process. The USFS is a land
management agency and has expertise in the area of land management
planning.

This EIS analyzes the socioeconomic impacts of disposal and reuse of
Norton AFB property only to the extent that those impacts affect the natural

or physical environment. A concurrent, detailed Socioeconomic Impact
Analysis Study analyzes in greater detail the socioeconomic impacts of the
base closure, disposal, and reuse of the base property. It describes the
effects on the local communities and the transition of activities on the base
from conditions prior to closure through redevelopment, to address the
concerns of state and local agencies and the general public regarding those
issues.

1.3 SCOPING PROCESS

The scoping process identifies the significant environmental issues relevant
to the Proposed Action and alternatives and provides an opportunity for
public involvement in the development of the EIS in accordance with NEPA

requirements.

The Notice of Intent (Appendix C) to prepare an EIS for disposal and reuse

of Norton AFB was published in the Federal Register on February 19, 1991.
Local notification of the public scoping meeting was achieved through directmail, as well as media releases in the area.

A scoping meeting regarding the disposal and reuse of Norton AFB was held

on March 20, 1991 at 300 North D Street, City Council Chambers, San
Bernardino, California, to solicit comments and concerns from the general
public. Approximately 50 people attended the meeting. Representatives of
the Air Force presented an overview of the meeting objectives, agenda, and
procedures, and described the process and purpose for the development of a

disposal and reuse EIS. These presentations were followed by the public
comment portion of the meeting. In addition to verbal comments received

at the meeting, written comments were also received during the scoping

process. These included comprehensive and partial base reuse plans
proposed by federal agencies and local communities.

These comments, as well as information from previous Air Force projects

and meetings with the IVDA, were used to determine the scope and
direction of studies/analysis to accomplish the EIS. In addition, during public
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review of the Draft Norton AFO Closure EIS, various issues related to the 5
disposal and reuse of the bo were Identified, which re also addressed in
this EIS. Copies of this EIS have been sent to all interested parties;
Appendix D contains the distribution list. I

1.3.1 Sumnary of Scoping Issues and Concerns

The issues and concerns raised during the scoping process for considertion l
in this EIS are discussed below.

Comments addressing proposed land use plans for Norton AFB included one
comprehensive reuse proposal, submitted by IVDA, and several partial I
proposals for limited acreage or specific facilities, including the following:

" Federal correctional institution (Note: This proposal was 1
withdrawn by the U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of
Prisons on January 27, 1992)

"* U.S. Postal Service facilities

"* Consolidation of administrative and air operations of the USFS 5
"* Clinic and other facilities for use by the U.S. Department of

Veterans Affairs (VA) 3
"* Several classrooms, support facilities, and a training site for San

Bernardino Valley College and other school systems identified by
the U.S. Department of Education

"* San Bernardino County work furlough site

"* Recreation facilities I
"* Park for city of Highland using half of noncontiguous 30-acre

parcel I
"* Use of some living quarters for the mentally disabled

"* Continued availability of selected support facilities for retirees, I
veterans, public health service personnel, dependents, reservists,
and recruiters 3

"* Transfer of sensitive and valuable habitat and natural resources
to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Park
Service.

Some comments were specifically against reuse of the base for work

furlough and correctional facilities. 3
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3 Environmental Issues

Environmental issues raised during scoping include the following:

I • Impact of reuse proposals on on-base and off-bass land uses

0 Compatibility of reuse proposals with land uses and the general
aI plans of surrounding communities

* Airport-related noise impacts and mitigation treatment
I

* Improvements required to on-bass and community arterial roads

* Impacts of base reuse on growth projections and resulting
transportation requirements

* Impacts on power distribution and consumption, water,
wastewater, solid waste generation, and conservation initiatives

* Impacts of reuse and disposal alternatives on soils (erosion3 potential and dust generation)

0 Seismic hazards and their impacts on new construction and

3- increased population

* Ground and surface water quality

3 * Air quality from new stationary and mobile emissions sources,
including ground and air traffic and construction activity

3- Impacts to sensitive biological resources and wetlands

* Impacts from aircraft noise and vibration on historic structures

n * Secondary impacts from increased population and induced
construction of educational and recreational facilities

3 Analysis of cumulative impacts

* Continued impacts from known and as yet unidentified Air
Force-generated hazardous waste contamination after disposal of
the base.

Additional comments were made to request that the EIS address all disposal
options proposed or available by law for each parcel of the base. Comments
were also made that the EIS incorporate mitigation alternatives, evaluate

evolving alternatives, and include alternatives that involve significant delays
in the disposal of base property.

Many comments were concerned not only with analysis of impacts, but also

identification of mitigations.
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1.3.2 Issues Beyond the Scope of the EIS 3
Concerns and issues beyond the scope of this EIS were also expressed

during the scoping process. These issues, and the reasons they are not
included in this EIS, are identified below. In general, issues were determined
to be beyond the scope of this EIS if they were not significant, not related
to impacts on the physical or natural environment, or they have been or are
being addressed by other surveys and studies.

Installation Restoration Program. The Air Force is currently conducting an
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) that defines and implements the I
necessary procedures for the remediation of hazardous substance releases
at Norton AFB. The IRP is a separate process being conducted concurrently
with the analysis of the disposal and reuse EIS; final assessments and
findings of the IRP are not yet completed and may not be for several years.
The steps in this process are shown in a flow chart presented in

Section 3.3, Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management.

With the base closing and reuse plans in a conceptual stage, the exact
effect of IRP issues on base reuse cannot be quantified with certainty at this I
time. The IRP, in turn, needs additional information on reuse to ensure that
risk-driven remediations are appropriate for the land uses that will occur in
the future. As planning matures and additional IRP information becomes
available, extensive coordination will take place over IRP and reuse issues.
An in-depth consideration of IRP management and analysis procedures is

beyond the scope of this EIS; however, IRP issues are discussed herein to I
provide a baseline for the affected environment.

The Air Force is committed to the identification, assessment, and 3
remediation of the contamination from hazardous substances at Norton AFB.
This commitment will assure the protection of the public health as well as

restoration of the environment. The public may participate in the IRP
through the program's Community Relations Plan. Information about this
may be obtained through the Norton AFB Public Affairs Office. In addition,
the general public will be invited to comment on the remediations proposed U
for the IRP sites through a formal process for facilities on the National
Priorities List (NPL), on which Norton AFB is included. That process is

similar to the process followed by this EIS, in that public hearings are held I
concerning proposed remediations and public comments are taken for
analysis and consideration.

Socloeconomics. Effects upon the physical or natural environment as a
result of potential changes in certain socioeconomic factors that are

associated with or caused by the disposal or reuse of the base are
addressed in this EIS. Other socioeconomic issues, such as the region's
employment base, school budgets, municipal/state tax revenues, municipal
land planning, medical care for military retirees and dependents, local 3
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governments and services, real estate, and economic effects on utiUity
systems and specific businesses are beyond the scope of NEPA and CEO
requirements. Analysis of impacts associated with many of these issues isI provided in the Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study; this public document
will also support the base reuse decision-making process.

1.4 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

The Air Force has complied with the NEPA mandate of public participation inI the environmental impact analysis process primarily in two ways:

"* The Draft EIS (DEIS) was made available for public review andI comment from January to March 1992.

"* At a public hearing held on February 12, 1992, the Air Force
presented the findings of the DEIS and invited public comments.

All comments were reviewed and addressed, when applicable, and have
been included in Chapter 9 of this document. Responses to comments
offering new data or changes to new data, and questions about the
presentation of data are also included. Comments simply stating facts or
opinions, although appreciated, did not require specific responses. The
Public Comment and Response chapter more thoroughly describes the
comment and response process.

j 1.5 CHANGES TO THE DEIS

The text of this EIS has been revised, when appropriate, to reflect concerns
expressed in public comments. These changes range from typographical
corrections to amendments of analysis. The responses to the comments in
Chapter 9 indicate the relevant sections of the EIS that have been revised.
The major comments received on the DEIS were:

"* A more thorough discussion of land use compatibility with
surrounding communities should be included.

"* Transportation impacts and mitigation measures should be
discussed in greater detail.

"* More discussion of contamination, hazardous materials,
hazardous waste, and remediation was requested.

"* Potential flooding and local drainage problems should be
addressed more completely.

"* The presentation of reuse-related construction emissions and
aggregate mining impacts to air quality should be expanded.
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The discussion of the Air Force's responsibility to ensure the U
protection of wetlands should include more information.

Based on more recent studies or comments from the public, the following

sections of the EIS have been added, updated, or revised: I
"* The appropriate sections have been updated to reflect the

correct property boundaries and associated acreages. m

"* Section 2.3.5 was added to describe the treatment of interim
uses of base property. I

"* Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect the
withdrawal of the U.S. Bureau of Prison's proposal for a Federal I
Correctional Complex.

"* Appropriate sections have been updated to reflect current extent 1
of the TCE-contaminated groundwater plume.

"* Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste Management (Sections
3.3 and 4.3) includes expanded discussions on the following:

- FFA schedule moved from Appendix L to Section 3.3
- Impacts of the IRP process on reuse development I
- Concept of risk associated with certain types of development

and IRP sites 3
"* Sections 3.4.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to include existing

flooding potential and the associated imrpacts. 3
" Sections 3.4.6 and 4.4.6 have been updated to include results

of the cultural resource investigations and the latest status of
the consultation effort with the State Historic Preservation !
Officer (SHPO).

"* Section 4.2.3 has been revised to discuss the impacts to local 3
plans caused by traffic congestion.

"* Air quality impacts due to aggregate mining have been included
in the presentation of reuse-related air quality impacts (Section I
4.4.3).

"* Air quality (Section 4.4.3) has been revised to include discussion 3
of emission credits and credit transfer, as well as the conformity
to the regional plans. 3

"* Air quality analysis for NO 2 has been provided on a regional basis
and not a local scale due to NO. conversion variables (Section
4.4.3).

1-10 Norton AF8 Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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3 * Local air quality analysis has been refined in Section 4.4.3 to use

actual meteorological data for modeling dispersion.

" Projections of future air emissions have been limited to the year
2010 due to the uncertainties of speculating far in the future.

"" Additional potential mitigation measures for air quality impacts
have been included in Section 4.4.3.

"" Where applicable, the probable success of mitigation measures
has been described.

"" A discussion of the Air Force's responsibility toward the
protection of wetlands has been included in Section 4.4.5.

1.6 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

The following environmental documents have been prepared separately and
address environmental issues related to Norton AFB:

0 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Closure of Norton
AF8, July 1990

1 * Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Realignment of
March AFB, July 1991

5 IRP Bbliography (Appendix LI.

1.7 RELEVANT FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES, REGULATIONS. AND GUIDEUNES

IFederal, state, and local statutes, regulations, and guidelines with which the
proponent and cooperating agencies must comply as related to this disposal

and reuse EIS are presented in Table 1.7-1. Types of federal and federally
mandated permits, and other approvals or consultations that may be
required of reuse proponents are listed in Table 1.7-2.

3 1.8 ORGANIZATION OF THIS EIS

This EIS is organized into a number of chapters and appendices. Chapter 2

provides a description of the Proposed Action, alternatives to the Proposed
Action, and other land use concepts that have been identified for reuse of
Norton AFB property. Chapter 2 also briefly reviews alternatives eliminated

from further consideration and identifies other, unrelated actions anticipated
to occur in the region during the same time frame as the reuse activities to

be considered in the analysis of cumulative impacts. Finally, Chapter 2
compares the Proposed Action and alternatives with respect to effects on
the local community and the natural environment. Chapter 3 presents the
affected environment under the baseline conditions of base closure,
providing a basis for analyzing the impacts of the Proposed Action and

SNorton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 1-11
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alternatives. The results of this analysis are presented in Chapter 4. 3
Chapter 5 lists individuals and organizations consulted during the preparation
of the EIS; Chapter 6 provides a list of the document's preparers; Chapter 7
contains references; Chapter 8 is an index; and Chapter 9 contains public
comments and responses to the DEIS.

In addition to the main text, the following appendices are included in this
document: I

"* Appendix A - a glossary of terms, acronyms, and abbreviations
used in this document £

"* Appendix B - the Record of Decision for closure of Norton AFB 3
"* Appendix C - the Notice of Intent to prepare this disposal/reuse

EIS

"* Appendix D - a list of individuals and organizations who were i
sent a copy of this Draft EIS

"* Appendix E - a description of the methods used to evaluate the
impacts of base reuse on resources of the local community and
the environment

* Appendix F - Air Force policy regarding management of asbestosn
at bases that are closing

"• Appendix G - Farmland Conversion Impact Rating for Norton AFB 5
"* Appendix H - a detailed description of issues and findings related

to noise effects I
"* Appendix I - air quality analysis methods for Norton AFB

"* Appendix J - threatened, endangered, and other species of

concern occurring on or near Norton AFB

"* Appendix K - environmental permits held by Norton AFB I
"* Appendix L - list of IRP documentation.

3
I
I
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I Table 1.7-1. Relevant Federal. State. and Local Statutes. Regulations, and Gukldoles
Page 1 of 5

Resource Prject Act Agency

Air Quality Changes in vehicle traffic Clean Air Act, 42 USC U.S. Environmental
levels of aircraft operations; 1167401 at seq.; 40 CFR Protection Agency;
changes in emissions from Parts 50-87; California California Environmental
construction activity or the Clean Air Act; California Protection Agency;
establishment or removal of Health and Safety Code California Air Resources
any stationary source of Chapter 1568; South Coast Board; South Coast Air
emissions. Air Quality Management Quality Management

District plans and District.
regulations.

Analysis of environmental Federal Aviation U.S. Department of
impact of development or Administration (FAA) Order Transportation - Federal
improvement of a public 5050.4A. Aviation Administration.
airport.

Improvement of a federally 23 USC §109 (Standards U.S. Department of
funded highway project. for Federal Aid Highways); Transportation - Federal

The Clean Air Act, 42 USC Highway Administration.
17506; Air Quality
Conformity and Priority
Procedures for use in
Federal-Aid Highway and
Federally Funded Transit
Programs, 23 CFR Part
770.

Biological Resources Consultation regarding federal Fish and Wildlife Department of the Interior-
or federally permitted projects Coordination Act, 16 USC U.S. Fish and Wildlife
to impound, divert, or control §1661 at seq., Natural Service.
surface waters with a total Resources Act.
surface area greater than 10
acres.

Dredge and fill activities in Clean Water Act, 33 USC Department of the Interior
jurisdictional wetlands. § 1251 at seq.; Executive U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Order 11990 (Protection of Service; U.S. Environmental
Wetlands). Protection Agency;

Department of Defense -
Army Corps of Engineers;
California Environmental
Protection Agency.

Activities that may affect Migratory Bird Treaty Act Department of the Interior-
habitat of migratory birds. 16 USC 11701 at seq.; 50 U.S. Fish and Wildlife

CFR Part 21. Service.

Reservoir development and Watershed Protection and U.S. Department of
stream modification projects Flood Prevention Act, 16 Agriculture - Soil
including specific fish and USC II1001 at seq., 33 Conservation Service.
wildlife habitat improvements. USC 1701-1.

Project activities that could California Fish and Game California Department of
affect stream beds. Code, Sections 1601 and Fish and Game.

1603.

II
3 Noirton AFB Disposal and Reuse FE/S 1-13
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Table 1.7-1. Relevant Federal. State, and Local Statutes. Regulations, and Guidelines I
Pase 2 of 5

Resou., Proaja Acivty Authevty/Ouidell Agency

Biological Resources Project activities that may Endangered Species Act, Department of the Interior -
(continued) affect federally and/or state 7 CFR Part 355 16 USC if U.S. Fish and Wildlife

listed endangered or 1531-1543, 7 CFR Part Service; California
threatened species. 355; California Fish and Department of Fish and I

Game Code, If 2050- Game.
2098, *California
Endangered Species Act of
1984'. £

Transportation programs or Department of U.S. Department of
projects that may require the Transportation Act of Transportation.
use of any park, recreation 1966, 49 USC 1303(c);
area, or wildlife or waterfowl Federal-Aid Highway Act,
refuge of national, state, or 23 USC 1138.
local significance.

Ensuring that necessary Executive Order 12088 Department of Defense -
actions are taken for the (Federal Compliance with U.S. Air Force. U
prevention, control, and Pollution Control
abatement of environmental Standards).
pollution from federal facilities
and activities under the I
control of the agency.

Cultural Resources Project activities that may Antiquities Act of 190b; Department of the Interior -
affect properties with 111, Rev. Stal. Ch. 127; National Park Service;
archaeological, historic, Historic Sites Act, 16 USC Advisory Council on
architectural, or cultural value 111461 at seq.; National Historic Preservation, State
that are listed or are eligible Historic Preservation Act, Historic Preservation
for listing in the National 16 USC 11470 et seq.; Office.
Register of Historic Places. Protection of Historic and I
Project activities that may Cultural Properties, 36 CFR
affect traditional Native Part 800; National Register
American resources. Project of Historic Places, 36 CFR
activities that may affect Part 60; California Historic
paleontological resources. Preservation Act.

Determinations of Eligibility
for Inclusion in the NRHP,
36 CFR Part 63; The
Secretary of the Interior's I
Standards for Historic
Preservation Projects,
36 CFR Part 68 (Executive
Order 11593); American
Indian Religious Freedom
Act, 42 USC 111996;
Archaeological Resources
Protection Act, 16 USC
4470aa- 11; Act for the U
Preservation of American
Antiquities, 16 USC
I 1431-433; Archaeological
and Historic Preservation U
Act, 16 USC 1469.

I
I
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I Table 1.7-1. Relevant Federal. Stats. and Local StabA. Regrilatons. and Guldelnues
Pa" 3 of 5

Resource Project Activity AuhdyGuldelne Agency
Cultural Resources Transportation programs or Department of U.S. Department of
(continued) projects that will require the Transportation Act of 1966 Transportation.

use of or have significant 49 USC 3303; Section
impacts on land of an historic 15(a) of the Federal-Aidsite of national, state, or local Highway Act; 23 USCsignificance. 1138.

Environmental Project activities that require California Environmental California Resources

Division 13 12100 at seq.

Soils and Geology Project activities that include California Public Fwsources California Division of Mines
surface mining. Code, Chapter 9, 3 2710- and Geology.

2795, 'Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975'.

Project activities that convert Farmland Protection Policy U.S. Department of
unique, prime farmland to Act, 7 USC 3§4201-4209; Agriculture Soil
nonagricultural use. 7 CFR Part 658. Conservation Service.

Land Use Disposal of excess property McKinney Homeless Department of Housing and
and facilities. Assistance Act, 42 USC Urban Development -

1111411. Department of Health and
Human Services.

I Transfer of federal properties Federal Property General Services
comprising Norton Air Force Administrative Services Administration; Department
Base. Act, 40 USC 3471 et seq.; of Defense - U.S. Air Force.

Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1988,
P.L 100-526.

Control of height of Federal Aviation U.S. Department of
structures. Regulations (FAR) Part 77. Transportation; Federal

Aviation Administration.

Noise Aircraft noise. FAR Part 150 (14 CFR U.S. Department of
150); U.S. Housing and Transportation - Federal
Urban Development Aviation Administration;
guidelines; Environmental U.S. Department of
Protection Agency Housing and Urban
guidelines; California Noise Development - Federal
Standards, Trie 21, Housing Administration;
Subchapter 6. California Department of

Transportation -
Department of Aeronautics.

Transportation Airspace use and air traffic. Federal Aviation Act of U.S. Department of
1958, as amended (P.L. Transportation - Federal
85-726); Federal Aviation Aviation Administration.
Administration Handbooks3 7400.2C and 8260.3.

I
I
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Talle 1.7-1. Relevant Federal. State., and Local Statutes. Regulations, and Guldekibte I
Poo 4 of 5

Resource Project Actvky AudwirltyIGuldelm Agency

Hazardous Materials Remediation of past Comprehensive U.S. Environmental
and Hazardous discharges of hazardous Environmental Response, Protection Agency;
Waste Management substances. Compensation and Liability Department of Defense -

Act, 42 USC 119601 at U.S. Air Force; California I
seq. 40 CFR Part 300; Environmental Protection
Executive Order 125680 Agency.
(Superfund
Implementation).

Generation and temporary Resource Conservation and U.S. Environmental
storage of hazardous Recovery Act, 42 USC Protection Agency;
substances. 1 §6901 et saeq., 40 CFR Department of Defense-

Parts 260-271. U.S. Air Force; CaliforniaEnvironmental Protection
Agency.

Identification of asbestos- Clean Air Act, 42 USC Department of Defense -I
containing materials in base £17401 et seq.; National U.S. Air Force.
facilities. Emission Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants,
40 CFR 61; Air Force Policy
on the Management of I
Asbestos at Closing Bases;
Occupational Safety and
Health Act, 29 USC 1669
et seq.

Disposal of pesticides and Federal Insecticide, U.S. Environmental
pesticide containers. Fungicide and Rodenticide Protection Agency;

Act, 7 USC I 1136 et seq. Department of Defense -
U.S. Air Force. I

Closure of underground Resource Conservation and U.S. Environmental
storage tanks. Recovery Act; 42 USC Protection Agency;

116991 - 6991; California Department of Defense -
Administrative Code. Title U.S. Air Force.
23, Subchapter 16; San
Bernardino County
Environmental Health code,
1 §33.0710-33.0722. I

Removal and storage of Toxic Substance Control U.S. Environmental
polychlorinated biphenyls Act P.L. 100-368, CCR Protection Agency;
(PCBs). Title 22, Chapter 30, California Environmental

California Health and Protection Agency.
Safety Code, Chapter 6.5.

Location of PCB-contaminated PCB Transformer Fire Rule, California Fire Marshall.
electrical equipment. 50 CFR 29, 177.

Disposal of medical/ California Medical Waste California Department of
biohazardous waste. Management Act; California Environmental Health

State Health and Safety Services.
Code. Chapter 6.111§20515-20589.3.

Water Discharge of wastewater. Clean Water Act, 33 USC U.S. Environmental
£11251 at seq.; The Protection Agency;
National Pollutant Department of Defense -
Discharge Elimination U.S. Air Force; California
System permit., 40 CFR Environmental Protection
Part 122. Agency. 3

1-16 Norton A4F8 Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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I Table 1.7-1. Relevat Federal. Stata. ad Loci Stamte, Re altio, a nd GW ukW
Page 5 of 5

3ReaUrce Prject Acdely Audwdt/ylidollea Aguic
Water Discharge of dredge or fil Clean Water Act. 33 USC Department of Defanse -
(continued) matenal into waters of the 11 1251 at seq.; 40 CFR Army Corps of Engineers.

United States. Part 230.

Public drinking water systems. Safe Drinking Water Act,
as amended, 42 USC
I1 300f to 300j-26.

Construction in/alteration of Executive Order 11988 Department of Defense -
floodplain. (Floodplain Management). Army Corps of Engineers.

e
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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m 2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

m This chapter describes the Prolx)sed Action, alternatives to the Proposed

Action, and the No-Action Alternative. In addition, potential government
m conveyances of Norton AFB properties and facilities from Dog to other

federal agencies are described, as ere other independent reuse options that
are not pert of a complete plan. Other alternatives that were identified but

m eliminated from further consideration are briefly described. The potential

environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, alternatives, and other land
use concepts are summarized in comperative form at the end of the chapter.

m 2.1 INTRODUCTION

BCRA legislates the delegation of federal authority and consultative

requirements. FPMR address disposal methods associated with base

closure. Permissible disposal methods include transfer to another federal
agency, public benefit conveyance to an eligible agency, negotiated sale to
state or local government, and public sale by auction or sealed bid. Because

these disposal methods are valid in the conveyance of Norton AFB either in
its entirety or in some form of percelization, it is possible that different

m methods of disposal will be assigned to different parcels of Norton AFB.

Current provisions of BCRA and FPMR require that the Air Force first notify
m other DOO departments that Norton AFB is scheduled for disposal. Any

proposals from other 000 departments for the reuse of Norton AFB are
given priority consideration, if the department is willing to purchase the

m property.

Under the provisions of FPMR, which implement the Stewart B. McKinney
-• Homeless Assistance Act (P.L. 100-77), the Department of Housing and

_ Urban Development (HUD) is required to determine the suitability of
underutilized, unutilized, and/or excess buildings and land for use by
homeless assistance providers.

Prior to either leasing or deeding the property, the Air Force may consider
m other federal uses and other important national needs. However, in deciding

_-• the disposition of surplus property, a priority of consideration will be given
to uses which assist the homeless. Subsequently the property will be made

-- available to federal, state, and local agencies and the public.

One comprehensive reuse plan was provided to the Air Force during the
-- scoping process for the disposal and reuse of Norton AFB. The proposal,
m developed by the IVOA, focuses on redevelopment of base property for a

commercial airport with aviation support, aircraft maintenance, airport-
related commercial uses, and office/industrial park (OIP). The plan wasl

m Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
S1 
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I
conceptual, and in order to accomplish the impact analysis, a set of general 3
assumptions was made. Details regarding the generation of assumptions
are found in Section 2.2 and in Appendix E, Methods of Analysis. All
acreages used in this document are approximate. 3
Three additional alternatives were developed by the Air Force in order to
analyze a range of potential reuse options. An Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative was modeled after the Proposed Action, with the primary
difference focusing on greater reuse of existing facilities and infrastructure
that are structurally and functionally usable. An Aircraft Maintenance
Center Alternative was developed to provide an analysis of an airport
focused on general aviation and aircraft maintenance, without commercial
passenger service and with an aggregate mining operation component. A
Non-Aviation Alternative was also developed to provide an analysis of a
wide array of possibilities. The plan includes residential use in place of an
operating airfield. In addition to these reuse alternatives, the No-Action
Alternative has been analyzed.

The disposal of Norton AFB does not include the properties required to

support the Ballistic Missile Organization (BMO) or the existing officer and
noncommissioned officer (NCO) military family housing units (Figure 2.1-2).
The area retained for BMO and associated units totals 74 acres in the

southwest portion of the base. The BMO facilities will support over 550 I
military and less than 500 civilian personnel, as well as about 900
contractor support personnel. The construction program for the
consolidation of BMO activities is expected to be completed and the BMO I
activities are expected to be in place prior to closure. The residential areas
(72 acres) include 264 military family housing units in two locations. These
units will provide satellite housing for use by personnel assigned to March I
AFB.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 3
Section 204(b)(2)(D) of BCRA requires the Secretary of Defense, as part of

the disposal process, to consult with the applicable state governor and I
heads of local governments for the purposes of considering any plan for the

use of such property by the concerned local community. Air Force policy is
to encourage timely community reuse planning by offering to use the I
community's plan for reuse or development of land and facilities as the Air
Force's proposed action in the EIS. The state of California created a specific

provision (Health and Safety Code Section 33320.5) in its Community
Development and Housing law that allows legislative bodies for communities
having territory within, adjacent to, or near a BCRA-affected military
installation within San Bernardino County, to form a joint powers agency
(JPA). The JPA serves as the central redevelopment agency, legislative

body, and planning commission for redevelopment of any lands

2-2 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS I
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within an approved project area within the JPA's jurisdiction. The JPA must
include the county of San Bernardino as one of its members.

On June 6, 1992, the San Bernardino International Airport Authority
(SBIAA) was formed as an additional JPA with responsibility to redevelop I
the airfield portion of the base as described in the proposed actiun. The
membership of SBIAA consists of the cities of San Bernardino, Colton, Loma

Linda, Redlands, and Highland.

On January 24, 1990, the IVDA was formed as the JPA, to obtain title to

Norton AFB and its facilities and provide for the reuse and develupment of
the base property. The membership of IVDA includes the cities of San
Bernardino, Colton, and Loma Linda and the county of San Bernardino. The
cities of Redlands and Highland, which border Norton AFB on the north,
east, and south have declined membership in IVDA.

IVDA contracted with consulting firms to assess existing land, facilities, and 3
infrastructure on Norton AFB and evaluate their potential for airport and non-

aviation uses. Two plans were prepared: an Airport Master Plan for the

Reuse of Norton Air Force Base (P&D Technologies, 1991) and an overall I
Base Reuse Plan (URS Consultants, Inc., 1991 a), which incorporates the
Airport Master Plan by reference and focuses on non-aviation uses. These

plans addressed the following:

"* Airport development

"* Marketing/financial analysis and strategy 3
"* Projected employment

"* Projected facility/infrastructure demolition and new construction

"* Projected traffic generation.

The Air Force has used these plans in developing the Proposed Action for I
analysis. The Proposed Action is a comprehensive reuse plan for the base
centered around a civil aviation facility. The general land use for the base
was established by the Mayor and Common Council of San Bernardino on I
February 19, 1990. The land uses presented in the Proposed Action
(Figure 2.2-1) provide a framework for development within these general

guidelines. The aviation-related area would encompass 1,256 acres, or I
about 63 percent, of the property available for disposal and would include
the airfield and aviation support areas. Non-aviation land uses would cover

the remaining 725 acres and include industrial, commercial, and recreational U
uses. The acreage associated with each land use category is provided in
Table 2.2-1.

A preliminary Airport Plan, shown in Figure 2.2-2, is included in the IVDA's
Airport Master Plan. The airport area in the Airport Plan includes land with

direct aviation-related uses and sufficient revenue-producing land to keep 3

2-4 Norton AF8 Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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3 Table 2.2-1. Land Us" Acreage - Proposed Action

Land Use Acreage

Bass Property

Airfield 729

Aviation Support 527

Industrial (Warehouse) 14
Industrial (OIP) 372

Commercial 66

Public/Recreation 273

Subtotal 1,981

3 Air Force Retained Property 146

Total 2,127I
the airport financially self-sustaining. The airport boundary in the Airport
Plan has yet to be finalized, but the location of the boundary should not
affect the environmental impact analysis, because land uses on base are
expected to remain essentially the same regardless of real estate
arrangements.

The IVDA plan covers only the contiguous portions of Norton AFB identified
for disposal, along with a 3-acre noncontiguous airfield avigation equipment
site located southwest of the base in the city of San Bernardino. A separate
30-acre parcel north of Fifth Street in Highland has also been identified for
disposal. The Air Force has received a request from the city of Highland,
supported by the U.S. Department of the Interior (National Park Service), for
public benefit conveyance of a portion of this parcel for use as a municipal
park. This recreational use proposal is included as part of the Proposed
Action.

Information for defining the Proposed Action was obtained from the IVDA
and its consultants. When information was not available, assumptions were
generated for analysis purposes.

I The following types of data were provided by IVDA:

"" Proposed reuse options for the airfield (types of aircraft, fleet
mix, annual operations, aviation support functions, aircraft
maintenance uses)

3 * Projected air passenger demand to the year 2010

"* Types of airport improvements

I
3 Norton AFB Disposal end Reuse FE/S 2-7
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U
"* Anticipated demolition/reconstruction activities (buildings,

utilities/roads)

"* Phasing plans for redevelopment

* Layout and general acreages of the proposed land uses

"* Roadway alignment for Del Rosa Drive and Tippecanoe Avenue

"* Long-range development concept for the DIP, new airport
terminal, and aviation support

* Construction cost projections

* Criteria for calculating disturbed acreage.

The following assumptions were developed to expand upon the analysis:

"* Flight tracks

"* Incorporation of future aviation trends in the aircraft fleet mix
(e.g., fleet mix represents a minimum of 50 percent Stage 3 I
aircraft, as applicable, in 2005 and all Stage 3 aircraft in 2015)

* Utility requirement projections to the year 2015

"* Projected air passenger demand for the year 2015

"* Specific land use acreages

"* Employment generated by the project to the year 2015 1
"* Projected traffic and distribution to the year 2015

"* Roadway improvements to Alabama, Mill, and Fifth streets
required to increase their capacity

* Percent of each land use area disturbed by construction and
operation activities.

The acreages within each land use assumed to be disturbed under the

Proposed Action are provided in Table 2.2-2 for three phases of I
development: 1995 to 2000, 2000 to 2005, and 2005 to 2015.

A detailed description of each land use category is provided below. 3
2.2.1 Airfield

The airfield land use category under the Proposed Action comprises
729 acres and includes runways, taxiways, apron, and runway protection

zones (RPZs). It also includes 27 acres of open area in the Santa Ana I
2-8 Norton AF8 Disposal end Reuse FEIS
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Table 2.2-2. Acres Disturbed by te Proposed Action

Acres Disturbed (by phase)

Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total
Airfield 36 0 0 36
Aviation Support 78 202 39 319
Industrial 62 180 122 364

Commercial 11 33 22 66
Public/Recreation 44 0 0 44

Total 231 415 183 829

U Wash, south of the flood control levee. The Airport Master Plan indicates
that the airfield would be used primarily for commercial passenger service
and corporate and private general aviation. Air cargo would comprise a
small percentage of airfield use. The airfield would also be used for flights
associated with aircraft maintenance, overhaul, and modification activities
expected to be part of the reuse of Norton AFB.

The Airport Plan (see Figure 2.2-2) provides for use of the existing runway,
taxiways, and navigational aids. The runway orientation uses the existing
runway layout at Norton AFB which accounts for the majority of the needed
pavement. Other orientations were considered but dismissed because they
would have greater adverse impacts and additional facilities would have to
be relocated.

The following airfield improvements are proposed and would be developed in
accordance with the FAA advisory circulars, standards, and
recommendations:

I Recommission existing Runway 06/24, 10,001 feet by 200 feet
with High Intensity Runway Lighting (HIRL).

I Maintain and strengthen existing lighted taxiway and apron
systems and construction of additional lighted taxiways and
aircraft aprons.

I Install Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) system for
Runways 06 and 24.

I 0 Install Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) on Runway 24.

3 a Establish two helicopter landing areas.

* Operate a full Precision Instrument Landing System (ILS)
including Runway Visual Range (RVR) with off-airport marker5facilities to Runway 06. The ILS system consists of a Localizer,
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Glide Slope, and approach iht System with equenced flashing
lights, and marker facilities (inner, middle, outer).

* Establish a nonprecision instrument (NM) approach to
Runway 24.

"* Retain or recommissiaon an Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT).

"* Establish RPZ to meet FAA criteria.

" Retain passenger handling facilities including auto parking.
Construct a new passenger terminal complex complete with
passenger handling facilities, aircraft apron and taxiways, auto
parking, access road system, and associated facilities.I

"* Construct or retain taxiways, aprons, buildings, and hangars for
aircraft maintenance and general aviation operations.

* Improvo and construct on-airport roads to accommodate aviation
development and facilities.

"* Develop the runway, taxiway system, and aprons to I
accommodate aircraft as large as the Boeing 747-400 class.

"* Retain with modifications and additions the existing aviation fuel
handling and storage systems.

"* Relocate four existing golf course fairways to improve safety. 3
Airfield improvements are expected to be completed soon after base
closure. The airfield would likely be conveyed to the airport authority,
which would manage the development and operations of the airfield in
accordance with FAA and state aviation regulations.

The terminal and airspace capacity is estimated to be 95 departures per day. I
Terrain and airspace constraints will limit the amount and types of air traffic
which can use the airport. A Terminal Instrument Approach Procedures
(TEfPS) analysis included in the IVDA's Airport Master Plan concluded that
instrument departures to the east on Runway 06 by some loaded air carrier
aircraft could be restricted because of high terrain, forcing departures to the
west, which is the opposite direction of regional air traffic flow.

Projected airfield operations are provided in Table 2.2-3 for the years 1995,

2000, 2005, and 2015. Assumptions on fleet mix were generated by IVDA
within four overall categories: air passenger, cargo, corporate/private, and
aircraft maintenance. For analysis purposes, 90 percent of operations are
projected to occur during daytime hours (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and 10 percent I
during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). These forecasts result in an
estimated 130,000 annual (180 daily) passengers in 1995, increasing to
500,000 annual passengers in 2000, 940,000 annual in 2005, and
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3 Table 2.2-3. Projected Right Operations - Proposed Action

Annua
Year Operations Function Fleet Mix Operations

1995 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-200 0
Commuter BEI/SWM/SF3/EM2 10,830

Air Cargo DHC-7/BAe 146 850
General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750

Multi-Engine Piston 3,650

Turboprop 600
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 410

Aircraft Maintenance 8-747-200 200

Total 28,700

2000 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-200/B-737-300 5,0003 Commuter BEI/SWM/SF3/EM2 14,290

Air Cargo DHC-7/Bae 146 2,400

General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750

Multi-Engine Piston 4,050
Turboprop 810

Turbojet 410

Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 300

Total 39,820

2005 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-200/0-737-300 11,840

Commuter BEI/SWM/SF3/EM2 12,050

Air Cargo DHC-7/BAe 146 4.210

General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150
Multi-Engine Piston 4,460

Turboprop 810

Turbojet 410

Helicopter 8103 Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 400

Total 47,140

2015 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-300 15,560

Commuter BEI/SWM/SF3/EM2 14,700

Air Cargo OHC-7/BAe 146 7,260

General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150

Multi-Engine Piston 4,860
Turboprop 1,220

Turbojet 1,220

Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance 8-747-200 600

Total 58,380

Source: Based on P&D Technologies, 1991.
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1.22 million annual passengers (MAP) in 2015. Freight and mail would be
transported by small all-cargo services or as "belly cargos in the fuselage of
passenger aircraft. Enplaned cargo is estimated at 1,900 tons in 1995,
7,600 tons in 2000, 14,700 tons in 2005, and 19,700 tons in 2015.

2.2.2 Aviation Support

The proposed aviation support area covers 527 acres of base property and I
includes the existing passenger terminal, proposed new passenger terminal,
control tower, fire station, hangars, apron area, aircraft maintenance
facilities, air cargo terminal, vocational education facilities, and other

aviation-related industrial uses. Aircraft maintenance functions are likely to
include FAA-mandated modifications and major repairs, similar to activities
currently performed on base under an interim lease. These activities could
be in place shortly after base closure.

Proposed development in the aviation support areas is included in the I
preliminary Airport Plan in Figure 2.2-2. Key features of the plan are listed
below.

Existing aviation facilities are to be used to the maximum extent
practicable. Existing facilities which have direct application for
civilian aviation include aircraft parking aprons, fuel storage and
distribution systems, passenger terminal, ATCT, fire station, and
hangars.

Existing hangars on the west apron would continue to be used I
for aircraft maintenance and modification. Air cargo and
vocational educational facilities would be located directly west
of the apron area. I

* The existing aviation fuel storage and underground hydrant
system may continue to be used. I

An interim development concept was prepared to guide development from

1994 to 2000. It provides for the establishment of a general aviation area

for corporate and private aircraft use at the ramp on the northeast side of
the airfield. Other airport activities would be located at the west ramp. The
existing passenger terminal on the west ramp would be used for commercial
airline passenger service. The development concept would allow for I
immediate start-up of some aircraft maintenance operations in existing
hangars and other aviation facilities.

Short-term improvements would include demolition of all existing buildings
on the northeast side of the airfield and in-fill paving in the east apron area
to make room for general aviation, fencing, and installation of aircraft tie-
down anchors. Some internal improvements would also be made to the
existing passenger terminal. Total building demolition in the aviation support 1
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area would be approximately 130,000 square feet (7 percent) of the
existing 1.9 million square feet of floor space.

The long-range development concept provides for the construction of a new
passenger terminal and parking facilities along the east apron. Eventually,
aviation support in-fill is projected within and adjacent to the western apron
and in the area cleared by the removal of portions of two taxiways between
the west and east apron. This in-fill will take place only after the western
and eastern ends of the airfield have been fully developed. Approximately
15 acres of aviation support in-fill development (about 310,000 square feet
of building space) is expected to occur within the first 20 years of reuse.

In addition to the airfield, a portion of the aviation support land use zones

would likely be included in the area conveyed to an airport authority. The
development and operations of the aviation support area included in the
airport would be managed in accordance with FAA and state aviation
regulations.

2.2.3 Industrial

The primary non-aviation land use of the Proposed Action is identified as

OIP, concentrated over approximately 372 acres on the west side of the
base. Almost all existing buildings in the area would be demolished
(3.0 million square feet of the existing 3.2 million square feet or
approximately 95 percent of the floor space), the infrastructure would be

replaced, and a new transition artery connecting Tippecanoe Avenue and
Del Rosa Drive would be constructed. The area would then be marketed for
private development of a mixed-use industrial park. The layout of this area

would be designed by a single developer who would submit a Specific Plan
for approval by the city of San Bernardino.

Uses envisioned in this district include corporate office, research and
development, light industrial/manufacturing, and supporting retail services.
The buildings would be organized in a campus or park-like setting planned

around central open spaces and a thoroughfare system. The park could
include a number of amenities designed to attract "Fortune 500" companies,

including lakes, jogging and bicycle trails, streams, greenbelts, gardens, and

I community parks.

Of the 372 acres in this land-use district, 112 acres are expected to be
required for roads, leaving 260 acres for development. The maximum

allowable building coverage would be 50 percent or 130 acres; 44 acres are
expected to be used for office development and 86 acres for industrial
development. The remaining 130 acres would be used as open areas,

recreation amenities, and vehicle parking. The density of new office
construction could range from one- to three-story office buildings. An
average density of two stories was selected for analysis.
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Initial construction would focus on infrastructure improvements. Most of
the existing infrastructure would be replaced, and existing structures built
prior to 1980 would be demolished. Since a number of these structures
contain asbestos, demolition activities would involve extensive asbestos
removal and disposal. While the Proposed Action involves eventual removal
of most existing buildings in the OIP area, some buildings would be retained
and might be upgraded for interim use. These include post- and pre-1980
structures that can be cost-effectively retrofitted. Full build out would be
reached by 2010. The developable area would allow for over 8.2 million
square feet of new floor space.

In addition to the QIP land use, industrial warehouse uses would be
developed within 14 acres of vacant land located in the southwestern
portion of the base. Development would occur within the first 5 years of
reuse and could generate about 195,000 square feet of new facility floor
space.

2.2.4 Commercial

Approximately 66 acres in the northeast section of the base are proposed I
for commercial development to provide services compatible with airport
activities. All existing buildings and other improvements in the area would
be removed. Development could include offices for travel agencies, aircraft
charter services, air ambulance services, and similar activities, as well as
commercial-retail uses that support and cater to commercial airport
activities, such as conference center, restaurants, gas station, and car I
rental.

About 13 acres of this area would be dedicated to roads. Of the remaining I
53 acres, about 13 acres would be developed for commercial facilities,
13 acres would be used for office space, and 27 acres would be used for
open areas and parking. This would allow 1.7 million new square feet of I
floor space. Full build out is expected by 2010.

2.2.5 Public/Recreation

Aside from the amenities provided in the QIP area described above,

recreational land use in the Proposed Action plan is confined to the golf
course, which would comprise 148 acres along the southern boundary of
the base. As mentioned in Section 2.2.1, four fairways would be relocated
to avoid safety hazards within the RPZ. East of the golf course, an area of
95 acres south of the runway and near the Santa Ana River bed would be
retained as open area.

A portion of the separate 30-acre parcel in Highland would be used for

recreation.
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2.2.6 Transportation

The primary transportation element in the Proposed Action is a now corridor3through the base connecting Tippecanoe Avenue and Del Ross Drive. This
would provide access to the OIP from Interstate (1) 10 to the south (via
Tippecanoe) and State Route (SR) 30 to the north (via Del Rosa). Ongoing
improvements to Del Ross Drive north of the base are expected to be

completed by the time of base closure.

Existing local streets within the base would be used in the short term, but
ultimately the entire on-base circulation pattern would be upgraded in
accordance with an approved Specific Plan prepared by the new owner.
The scope and locations of most street improvements have not been
identified, but for analysis purposes it is assumed that 100 percent of the
existing on-base streets would be replaced.

I The specific improvements that have been identified (see Figure 2.2-2) are:

"" A new one-way loop road would be provided from the Del Ross
Drive-Tippecanoe Avenue connector to the existing passenger
terminal area to provide efficient loading and unloading. Seven
buildings southwest of the terminal would be demolished, and a
parking lot for the passenger terminal would be constructed in
the vacated area.

"" A new east-west access road would be developed through the
proposed new general aviation area near the east apron.

"" Roads and intersections would be developed to serve the
proposed general aviation area.

" Access roads, circulation roads, and parking for the new
passenger terminal would eventually be constructed on the east
side.

Key roadway segments surrounding the base that could require
improvements to meet city standards as a result of base reuse activities
include Alabama, Mill, and Fifth streets.

I 2.2.7 Employment and Population

The Proposed Action is expected to generate a peak of about 1,000 direct

short-term, construction-related jobs (2005) and about 30,300 direct long-
term jobs by 2015. An additional 23,000 secondary jobs are expected to
be generated in the San Bernardino-Riverside county region as a result of
base reuse. The region currently contains a large number of people who
commute outside the region to work. Many of the jobs created by the
Proposed Action can be expected to be filled by individuals who already live

in the region and who choose to take jobs closer to their residences rather
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than commute long distances. These include retail/commercial, educational,
recreational, government, and other services needed by reuse businesses,
their employees, and their employees' families. Table 2.2-4 summarizes
estimated employment at closure and at 5, 10, and 20 years with reuse. I
The employment generated by base reuse would result in an increase in
population of about 34,300. Population effects are also included in
Table 2.2-4. These increases are relative to the closure baseline.

Table 2.2-4. Project-Related Employment and Population Effects - I
Proposed Action

Closure 2000 2005 2015
Employment

Direct 50 7,269 18,607 30,264

Secondary 20 6,783 15,199 22,962 3
Population Increase NA 7,220 19,002 34,289

NA - Not applicale,.

2.2.8 Traffic Generation m

Based on employment and population projections, average daily vehicular
traffic to and from base property would be approximately 97,400 trips by
2015. Most vehicular traffic would occur during daylight hours.

2.2.9 Utilities

The Proposed Action involves almost total replacement of base utility
distribution systems. Both water distribution and wastewater collection

lines would be replaced. The wells on base would continue to be used to I
supplement the local water supply.

The base steam heat system may be used, or existing gas service could be

expanded to replace the steam heat system. The electrical distribution

system would be replaced and converted to public utility company service,
with meters installed at all buildings. Microwave and satellite

communication systems on base would be replaced. It is assumed that the
existing microwave and satellite equipment will be removed by the Air
Force. 3
In addition to replacing and upgrading utilities in the developed portions of

the base, new utility services, including electricity, water, sewer, and
natural gas, would be provided to the proposed passenger terminal and m

commercial developments on the northeast side of the base.

2
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By 2015, the projected activities and population increases associated with
the Proposed Action would produce the following increases in utility
demands over post-closure (baseline) conditions:

* Water - 5 million gallons per day IMGD)

& Wastewater - 3.2 MGD

I Solid Waste - 0.13 million cubic yard per year

0 Electricity - 456 megawatt-hours (MWH) per day

a Natural Gas - 29,000 therms/day.

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Three comprehensive reuse alternatives and the No-Action Alternative have
been identified for analysis. These are described below, along with a
number of federal transfers and conveyances to non-federal agencies and
private parties.

2.3.1 Airport with Mixed Us Alternative

This alternative emphasizes greater reuse of existing facilities on Norton AFB
and land uses that are more similar to preclosure conditions than the
Proposed Action. It assumes maximum reuse of existing facilities that are
structurally and functionally usable. Facilities that could not be practicably
reused and facilities that would be incompatible with land use designations
would be removed and replaced. In addition, vacant areas would be filled in
with suitable development. This alternative also includes road/circulation3 improvements that would require removal of some buildings.

Uke the Proposed Action, the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would
convert the base airfield and supporting facilities to civilian use. Non-
aviation land uses would include industrial, office, institutional (medical),
commercial, residential, and recreational uses. The 30-acre parcel in
Highland would become a municipal park as under the Proposed Action.Land use areas are illustrated in Figure 2.3-1, and acreages by land use are
listed in Table 2.3-1.

I For land use areas that are basically the same as the Proposed Action,
information from IVDA plans was used. The following assumptions were
used to develop data and expand on the analysis for the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative:

-- * IVDA data used in the analysis

Types of airfield improvements
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i Table 2.3-1. Project-Related Land Use Acreage -

Airport with Mixed Use Alternative

Land Use Acreage

Bass Property
Airfield 7291 Aviation Support 434
Industrial (Warehouse) 135

Industrial (OP) 259

Institutional (Medical) 8

Commercial 57
5 Residential 61

Public/Recreation 298
Subtotal 1,981

Air Force Retained Property 146

Total 2,127

- Roadway alignment for Del Rosa Drive and Tippecanoe
Avenue

- Long-range development concept for the new airport
passenger terminal

* Layout and acreages of proposed land uses

5 Phasing plans for redevelopment

* Construction and demolition activities

0 Projected flight operations and fleet mix (based on general
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans] projections)

3 * Incorporation of future aviation trends

0 Flight tracks

I * Projected air passenger demand to the year 2015

i Employment generated by the project to the year 2015

* Utility requirement projections to the year 2015

* Projected traffic and distribution to the year 2015

* Roadway improvements to Mill and Fifth streets to maintainS traffic volume below road capacity
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* Percent of each land use area disturbed by construction and I
operations activities.

Table 2.3-2 summarizes acreages assumed to be disturbed during each
phase of development, and the sections below describe activities associated i
with each land use category. I

Table 2.3-2. Acres Disturbed by the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative I
Acres Disturbed (by phase)

Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Airfield 36 0 0 36 I
Aviation Support 88 143 26 257

Industrial 103 87 90 280

Institutional 1 0 0 1

Commercial 3 17 11 31

Residential 5 18 0 23

Public/Recreation 46 0 0 46

Total 282 265 127 674 3

2.3.1.1 Airfield. The airfield land use category would be the same as I
described for the Proposed Action. The airfield would be used primarily for
commercial passenger service and general aviation, with some
maintenance/overhaul-related traffic. No Airport Plan has been developed I
for this alternative. However, it is assumed that similar airfield
improvements would be made as for the Proposed Action (see Figure 2.2-2).

The airfield would likely be conveyed to an airport authority, which would
manage the development and operation of the airfield in accordance with

the FAA and state aviation regulations. I
Projected operations were derived from a study conducted by Caltrans

(Stewart, 1991) and represent the "most likely" case projections. They are i
summarized in Table 2.3-3. Approximately 90 percent of the operations
would occur between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m., and 10 percent would likely
occur between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. i

2.3.1.2 Aviation Support. The aviation support area in this alternative
would be similar to, but somewhat smaller than, the Proposed Action.

Existing control tower, terminals, hangars, aircraft maintenance facilities,
fire station, and other aviation-related industrial facilities would be used for
aviation support activities, and in-fill with additional aviation-related facilities 3
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3 Table 2.3-3. Projected Right Operations - Airport with Mixed Use Alternative

Annual
Year Operations Function Fleet Mix Operatio-s
1995 Air Passenger Air Carrier 8-737-200/8-737-300 0

Commuter BEi/SWM/SF3/EM2 10,830

General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750
Multi-Engine Piston 3,600
Turboprop 810
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 410

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 130
B-767-200 130
8-757-200 70
B-727-200 160

Total 28,300
2000 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-200/8-737-300 6,000

Commuter BE/SWM/SF3/EM2 17,140
General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750

Multi-Engine Piston 4,050

Turboprop 810
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 200
B-767-200 160
8-757-200 100
B-727-200 160

Total 41,590

2005 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-200/8-737-300 11,340
Commuter BBI/SWM/SF3/EM2 11,640

General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150
Multi-Engine Piston 4,460

Turboprop 810
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance 8-747-200 220

B-767-200 220
B-757-200 110
B-727-200 180

Total 42,350
2015 Air Passenger Air Carrier B-737-300 19,700

Commuter BEI/SWM/SF3/EM2 18,610
General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150

Multi-Engine Piston 4,860
Turboprop 1,220
Turbojet 1,220
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 220
B-767-200 220
B-757-200 110
MD-83 180

Total 59,3003 Source: Stewart, 1991.
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would occur in undeveloped am north of the airfield. Some aircraft 3
maintenance operations would start up soon after closure, and build outm
would be reached by about 2015. Approximately 200 acres of aviation
support in-fill development (approximately 720,000 square feet of new floor im

space) is expected to occur within the first 20 years of reuse.

2.3.1.3 Industrial. Under this alternative, the arma west of the aviationm
support land use, where existing facilities have supported a combination ofi
administrative and industrial uses, would be used for similar purposes after
closure. In addition, a portion of the area north of the east apron would alsom

be developed as OIP, and existing warehouses and vacant land north and
east of the BMO cantonment area would be used for warehousing. Older
buildings near the new Tippecanoe-Dei Rosa corridor would be demolishedm
and replaced, but many of the existing buildings farther east are suitable for II
reuse. An estimated 1.9 million square feet of the existing 2.3 million
square feet of building space would be retained, and 5.5 million square feetm
of new floor space would be built. Full build out would be reached by aboutI

2.3.1.4 institutional (Medical). The existing clinic in the northwest area of mm

the base would be retained for medical use and converted to a neighborhood
clinic. This involves 8 acres immediately south of Third Street. 3
2.3.1.5 Commercial. Due to the relatively new Base Exchange and
Commissary facilities and their location next to the passenger terminal,•
these facilities and surrounding area in the northwest portion of the base I
would be converted to private commercial use. This area comprises
47 acres and would include in-fill development south of the Base Exchange
and Commissary. It is assumed that the Base Exchange would be adopted I
for similar commercial use with little modification, and the Commissary
would become a supermarket. In addition to these shopping facilities, a

10-acre commercial center across Third Street from the NCO housing would m
be developed.

Together, these commercial areas would retain about 200,000 square feet 3
of existing floor space and could accommodate approximately 540,000
square feet of floor space and provide airport-related commercial activities, B

such as car rentals, restaurants, and hotels.

2.3.1.6 Resldential. Existing dormitories and visitors' quarters in the
northwest area of the base would continue to be used for residentialm
purposes. Nonconforming facilities within the residential zone would bem
removed, including the existing civil engineering complex. Recreational
facilities interspersed with the dormitories, however, would be retained. mm
Existing dormitories that cannot be retained for structural reasons would be B

demolished (approximately 90,000 square feet of 504,000 square feet of
floor space, or 18 percent) and replaced with new apartments or other 3m
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3 multi-family housing. An estimated 450 units with about 225,000 square

feet would be newly constructed. Full build out would be reached by about
2005.

2.3.1.7 Public/Recreation. Under this alternative, existing recreation
facilities in the western portion of the base would continue to be used for
recreational use, as would the golf course south of the airfield. This

includes the gymnasium, recreation center, bowling alley, youth center, and
swimming pools. The 95 acres of land south of the runway and east of the
golf course would be retained as open area. The 30-acre parcel in Highland

would also be used for recreation under this alternative.

2.3.1.8 Transportation. The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative is similar

to the Proposed Action in the development of a transition corridor
connecting Tippecanoe Avenue and Del Rosa Drive. Some streets within
the base would require widening or upgrading. In areas of heavy demolition,
roads would be upgraded to meet City of San Bernardino Development Code
criteria. In areas where existing facilities are expected to be reused, road
improvements would be limited to modifying intersections to better
accommodate commercial vehicles. Widening of Mill and Fith streets is
assumed to occur as under the Proposed Action.

3 2.3.1.9 Employment and Population. This alternative is expected to

generate about 500 short-term, construction-related jobs over the first
10 years and about 22,800 direct long-term jobs by the year 2015.
Employment estimates are summarized in Table 2.3-4. Approximately
19,900 additional secondary jobs are expected to be generated in the San
Bernardino-Riverside county region with this reuse alternative. Resulting
population increases are also summarized in Table 2.3-4.

Table 2.3-4. Project-Related Employment and Population Effects - Airport
with Mixed Use Alternative

Employment Closure 2000 2005 2015

Direct 50 8,979 17,204 22,780

Secondary 20 8,378 15,239 19,944

Population NA 8,956 18,043 26,276

NA - Not q*pIcabMe.

2.3.1.10 Traffic Generation. Average daily vehicular traffic to and from the
base would be about 83,60 trips by 2015. Most of the traffic would be on
the roadways during daylight hours.

I
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2.3.1.11 Utilities. Utilities improvements would generally parallel facilities
construction. Existing utilities distribution lines would continue to be used in
areas where existing facilities would be retained. New distribution lines
would be developed to service new facilities. Exceptions are the electrical
distribution system, which would require immediate replacement throughout
the base, and the steam lines, which would be abandoned and replaced with
natural gas for heating.

By 2015, the projected activities and population increases associated with

this alternative would produce the following estimated increases in utility
demands over post-closure (baseline) conditions:

"* Water - 3.8 MGD

"• Wastewater - 2.4 MGD

"* Solid Waste - 0.08 million cubic yards/year

"* Electricity - 346 MWH/day

* Natural Gas - 22,000 therms/day.

2.3.2 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative I
This alternative centers around aviation-related industrial use, specifically
aircraft maintenance activities that need access to a functional airfield.
Types of maintenance functions would be similar to those described for the
Proposed Action. The airport would also support general aviation, but no

commercial passenger service is included in this alternative. Land uses in
the western portion of the base would be similar to the Airport with Mixed

Use Alternative, but the area north and east of the airfield would be used for
aggregate mining. The 30-acre parcel in Highland would become a I
municipal park, as in the Proposed Action and the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. Land use areas for this alternative are shown in Figure 2.3-2,

and acreages by land use are listed in Table 2.3-5.

The following data were provided by a private aggregate mining operation to

support the environmental analysis:

"* Amount of annual aggregate production

"* Types of facilities and general concept of operations (e.g.,
operating times, number of trucks)

"* General concept for mining site location and acreage I
requirements

* Estimated amount of mining waste in the alluvial deposits

* Assumptions for depth of mining pit.

2-24 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS

I



I~ ~ U A __ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ __ _ _

1 7
1ID]E

I ______

I f ~
I~ to

onI

I mfts

QI Ae

~xpt.ANAT"ow * iU. ko Aircraft Maintenance
F-031 Ak" =0 Center Alternative

Avimn Sp~t "El R.~el by Air Pmu

(OpCFO1pdd -w

0 ON 1300 2WFoNo pk~ Figure 241-2
Notion AFB Diapood and Reus FEIS 2-25



I

Table 2.3-5. Project-Related Land Use Acreage - Aircraft Mai•tennce
C4~en Ahemetive

Lan Use Acrge i
Onse Prpet

Airfield 587
Aviation Support 339
Industrial (Warehouse) 135

Industrial (OIP) 189 i
Industrial (Aggregate Mining) 309
Institutional (Medical) 8 3
Commercial 55
Residential 61
Public/Recreation 298 1
Subtotal 1,981

Air Force Retained Property 146

Total 2,127

Assumptions about the following were made to develop this alternative and i
expand upon the analysis:

* Layout and acreages of proposed land uses

* Phasing plans for redevelopment

*Construction and demolition activities

* Projected flight operations and fleet mix

* Incorporation of future aviation trends

SFlight tracks

* Employment related to the project to the year 2015 1
* Utility requirement projections to the yew 2015

* Projected traffic and distribution to the year 2015 1
* Roadway improvements to Mill and Fifth streets to maintain

traffic volume below road capacity

* Percent of land use zones disturbed by construction/demolition.

Table 2.3-6 summarizes acreages assumed to be disturbed during each
phase of development, and the sections below describe activities associated
with each land use category.

2.3.2.1 Airfield. The airfield land use would be similar to the Proposed
Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, except that portions of the
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3 Table 2.34. Acres Disturbed by the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative

Acres Disturbed (by phase)

Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total
Airfield 29 0 0 29
Aviation Support 8 102 33 143
Industrial 219 133 185 537
Institutional 1 0 0 1

Commercial 3 18 5 26
Residential 0 23 0 233 Public/Recreation 46 0 0 46

Total 306 276 223 805

eastern RPZ would be used for aggregate mining (see Section 2.3.2.3). The
airfield would be used primarily for general aviation and operations
associated with aircraft maintenance and overhaul. No Airport Plan has
been developed for this alternative. For the purpose of this analysis, it is
assumed that few modifications would be required. The east apron would
not be used for aviation, so all airfield activities would be concentrated on
the west apron. The only improvements needed to the airfield would be the
extension of the taxiways parallel to the runway and safety arnd navigation
improvements required to conform to FAA criteria. The four go. ;ourse
fairways would also be relocated on base as under the Proposed Action.

Projected aircraft operations are presented in Table 2.3-7. All maintenance/
overhaul-related operations and 90 percent of general aviation operations
are assumed to occur between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. The airport could be
operated by an airport authority, an aircraft maintenance firm, or a private
fixed base operator.

2.3.2.2 Aviation Support. The aviation support area would be smaller for
this alternative than the Proposed Action or the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. It would comprise the existing aviation support areas on the
west side of the airfield and in-fill potential on the east side of the west
apron, for a total of 339 acres. Existing control tower, hangars, aircraft
maintenance facilities, fire station, and other aviation-related industrial
facilities would be used for aviation support activities. The existing
passenger terminal could be used by the fixed base operator. Only about
10,000 square feet of the existing 1.8 million square feet (less than
1 percent) of the existing floor space would be demolished. Some aircraft
maintenance operations would be in effect soon after closure and
approximately 100 acres of in-fill (350,000 square feet of floor space) is5 expected by the year 2015.
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Table 2.3-7. Projected Right Operations - Aircraft Maintenance Center 3

Year Operations Fleet Mix Annual Operations
1995 General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750

Multi-Engine Piston 3,600
Turboprop 810
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 410 I

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 130
B-767-200 130
B-757-200 70
8-727-200 160

Total 17,470

2000 General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 11,750
Multi-Engine Piston 4,050
Turboprop 810

Turbojet 410
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 200
B-767-200 160
B-757-200 100
B-727-200 1603

Total 18,450
2005 General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150

Multi-Engine Piston 4,460
Turboprop 810
Turbojet 410
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 220
B-767-200 220
B-757-200 110
8-727-200 180

Total 19,370

2015 General Aviation Single-Engine Piston 12,150
Multi-Engine Piston 4,860
Turboprop 1,220
Turbojet 1,220 I
Helicopter 810

Aircraft Maintenance B-747-200 220
8-767-200 220
B-757-200 110
MD-83 180

Total 20,990

I
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2.3.2.3 Industrial. The same areas on the west side of the airfield
identified for industrial use in the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would
also become industrial under this alternative. Most are existing industrial

* areas with a mixture of warehouse, industrial shop, and administrative
facilities. The total area in OIP would be 189 acres, slightly less than under
the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, since there would be no OIP
development in the northeast portion of the base. The same 135 acres
would be used for warehousing. Approximately 430,000 square feet of the
2.3 million square feet (approximately 19 percent) of existing floor space
would be demolished. An estimated 3.9 million square feet of new floor

space would be constructed.

This alternative includes an area where aggregate mining operations could

be developed north and east of the airfield. The operation would be similar
to existing mining across Alabama/Palm Avenue from the base. The area
comprises 309 acres, including the existing base landfill in the northeast
corner of the base and 27 acres in the Santa Ana Wash in the southeast
corner of the base. Approximately 15 percent of the designated area would3 be used for facilities, with the rest for extraction.

Several buildings in the northeast area would need to be demolished
(approximately 400,000 square feet of floor space). It is not known at this

time how much of that area would be suitable for mining. It is anticipated
that the actual area mined would total approximately 260 acres of the
309 acres designated, although more of the area could be used if feasible.
The mining would be constrained by airfield operations to areas outside
designated object-free areas. The mining operations and facility locations3 would be in accordance with FAA safety criteria.

At a projected production rate of approximately 1 million tons per year,

aggregate operations would continue throug' i entire 20-year analysis

period. On-site activities would include extra, i and some processing. In
addition to processing raw material, the operation could also process waste
concrete and asphalt for recycling.

Aggregate mining operations would include open-pit mining, internal

transport of materials for processing, on-site processing, and delivery of
processed material to off-site customers. Open-pit mining areas would be

excavated to a depth of 10 feet above groundwater levels. For the purpose

of this analysis, excavation was assumed to be to the depth of 70 feet.3 Excavated materials are likely to include a mixture of sand, gravel, and

boulders. Ten percent of the material is estimated to be unusable
overburden. This material would be used to backfill excavated pits and for

berms. Settling ponds are expected to be used to remove fine clays and

sediments. Sediments may be removed from the ponds periodically and
processed for marketing or used to fill in pit areas. A reclamation plan3 would be required as part of the permitting process.
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Material extracted from mining areas would be transported to an on-site £
processing facility by open-bed 25-ton trucks. Unimproved dirt roads would

be used as on-site haul routes from the pit areas to the processing facility.
Water and dust suppressants would be used to control fugitive dust. As
areas are mined out and extraction operations moved, old haul routes would
be reclaimed and new ones designated. The vehicles would remain on base
property for all internal transport. Transport between the Santa Ana Wash
and the processing area is assumed to pass over the existing flood-control
levee. It is assumed that adequate precautions would be taken to avoid
damaging the levee. 3
Materials processing would include crushing, screening, sorting, and loading

for off-site transport. Processing and support facilities are expected to be
located in the vicinity of the east apron, or they could be placed on the
existing landfill area if it is sufficiently compacted. It is assumed that these
facilities would be located 100 feet from the northern boundary of the base.
Facilities would include crushers, conveyers, feeders, scales, and equipment
storage areas. Processed materials would be stockpiled in the vicinity of the
facilities area.

2.3.2.4 Institutional (Medical). As with the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative, the existing clinic on base would be retained for medical use as

a neighborhood clinic.

2.3.2.5 Commercial. Commercial use under this alternative would be
centered around the existing Commissary and Base Exchange. A total of I
55 acres in this area would be used for commercial retail and commercial
office uses. All of the existing commercial buildings would be retained

(200,000 square feet), and an additional 240,000 square feet of new I
commercial floor space would be constructed. Unlike the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative, there would be no aviation-related commercial

developments. I
2.3.2.6 Residential. Residential land use under this alternative would be
the same as described for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. 3
2.3.2.7 Public/Recreation. Public recreation areas would also be the same

under this alternative as under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. This m
includes recreational facilities in the northwest portion of the base, the open

area south of the runway, the golf course, and the 30-acre parcel in the city

of Highland. 3
2.3.2.8 Transportation. In addition to the haul roads associated with the
aggregate mining operation, some road construction would be needed on
base to improve circulation. The Tippecanoe Avenue-Del Rosa Drive corridor

included in the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
would also be part of the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. Other 3
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3 road improvements on the west side of the base would be similar to the

Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Improvements to Mill and Fifth streets
are also assumed to occur.

2.3.2.9 Employment and Population. This alternative is expected to
generate a peak of over 500 short-term construction-related jobs (in the first
5 years) and about 18,100 direct operations jobs including approximately

50 jobs generated by the mining operation. Approximately 16,200
secondary jobs are expected to be generated in the region. Employment
estimates are summarized in Table 2.3-8. Resulting population increases are
also included in Table 2.3-8.

£ Table 2.3-8. Project-Related Employment and Population Effects - Aircraft
Maintenance Center Altemative

Employment Closure 2000 2005 2015

Direct 50 8,600 15,363 18,122

Secondary 20 8,323 14,119 16,198

Population NA 8,571 16,248 20,961

3 NA - Not applicable.

52.3.2.10 Traffic Generation. Total average daily vehicular traffic to and
from the base would be about 64,000 for this alternative by 2015. This
includes traffic associated with residential and employment-related land3uses, including mining activity. Most of the traffic would be on the
roadways during daylight hours.

At an estimated 1 million tons per year, the aggregate mining operation
would produce approximately 3,200 to 3,800 tons per day, depending on

whether it is a 5- or 6-day operation. Assuming 25 tons are transported in

the average delivery truck, there would be as many as 150 trips per day
involved in transporting material off site to customer locations. These trips
would commence in the vicinity of the facilities area at the north end of the3 base and exit the base either at Third Street or Victoria Avenue.

2.3.2.11 Utilities. Utilities improvements for the west side of the base
would be the same for this alternative as the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. New distribution lines would not be required in the northeast
portion of the base to serve commercial and aviation facilities. However,
the facilities associated with the aggregate mining operation would require
electricity, water, and sewer service. In addition to domestic service for
employees, water would be required for materials processing and dust5 control. It is expected that water for mining operations would be extracted
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from the existing well near the east apron. No process wastes would be 3
disposed in the domestic sewer system. Used process water would be
recycled through a clarification tank and reused in processing.

By 2015, the projected activities and population increases associated with n
this alternative would produce the following increases in utility demands
over post-closure (baseline) conditions. n

"* Water-3.0 MGD

"* Wastewater - 1.8 MGD 3
"* Solid Waste - 0.07 million cubic yards/year

"* Electricity - 276 MWH/day 5
* Natural Gas - 18,000 therms/day.

2.3.3 Non-Aviation Alternative

Under this alternative, Norton's airfield and aviation facilities would be
closed and removed. Base property would be developed only for non-
aviation land uses. Existing residential areas on base would be retained for
residential use, and the entire airfield area would be developed with new

single-family residences. Figure 2.3-3 illustrates land use areas, and
Table 2.3-9 lists acreages by land use.

Table 2.3-9. Project-Related Land Use Acreage - 5
Non-Aviation Alternative

Land Use Acreage n

Base Property

Industrial (Warehouse) 135

Industrial (OIP) 366 I
Institutional (Medical) 8

Commercial 63

Residential 1,119

Public/Recreation 290

Subtotal 1,981

Air Force Retained Property 146

Total 2,127 n

The Non-Aviation Alternative would be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use

Alternative in the reuse of existing industrial, administrative, commercial,
residential, and recreational land use areas. An additional, small
neighborhood commercial area would be developed on the east side of the

2-32 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
I



I _ _ ___- _ _

3 3-mw owes

0I
I~~Tk ____ _______

Imse
I~ tl ve

An

WLAMTMl. Non-Aviation
AW uunO And Auitnve

* 4vslon SupWr k"6-" Ifls*Jby Ald 35 - - (E~~~ducWdon) rndb bFc
Indwus -I (wale'as. -Cvmmercid as emmieody

0 650 1300 F600et N ot Appam"i Figure 2.3-3
Nofton AFB Dsepoal and Rams FEIS 2-33



I

baes. The 30-acre parcel in Highland would be developed for residential use
under this alternative.

The following assumptions were used to develop this alternative and expand
on the analysis:

* Layout and acreage of the proposed land use

* Phasing of redevelopment

* Employment related to the project to the year 2015 i
* Utility requirement projections to the year 2015

* Projected traffic and distribution to the year 2015 1
* Roadway improvements to Mill, Alabama, and Fifth streets

* Construction and demolition activities U
* Percent of land use zone disturbed by construction/demolition.

Table 2.3-10 summarizes acreages assumed to be disturbed during each 3
phase of development, and the sections below describe activities associated
with each land use category.

Table 2.3-10. Acres Disturbed by the Non-Aviation Alternative

Acres Disturbed (by phase) i

Land Use 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Industrial 84 84 261 429

Institutional 1 0 0 1

Commercial 9 6 7 22
Residential 381 414 317 1,112 i
Public/Recreation 23 0 0 23

Total 498 504 585 1,587 3

2.3.3.1 Industrial. As in the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, existing 3
administrative and industrial areas in the western part of the base would be
used for similar civilian purposes under the Non-Aviation Alternative. OIP
would comprise 366 acres and warehousing 135 acres. These acreages 3
include areas adjacent to the airfield that would no longer be used for
aviation support. Approximately 2 million square feet of the 3.9 million
square feet (about 51 percent) of existing floor space would be demolished. 3
Approximately 7.8 million square feet of floor space would be newly
constructed by 2015.
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3 2.3.3.2 Institutional (Medical). As with the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative, the existing clinic would be retained for medical use.

1 2.3.3.3 Commercial. The existing Base Exchange and Commissary would
be converted to commercial use, as under the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. However, the large quantity of residential development
associated with the Non-Aviation Alternative would increase the demand for
community commercial services, so the commercial area would be larger
than under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. In addition, 7 acres at
the comer of Fifth Street and Alabama/Palm Avenue on the east side of the

base would be developed for neighborhood commercial uses, such as a

convenience store, cleaners, or similar enterprises. All 200,000 square feet
of the existing commercial floor space would be retained and an additional

440,000 square feet of new floor space would be constructed. Full build
out is estimated to occur by 2015.

I 2.3.3.4 Residential. The entire airfield and all areas east of Sterling Avenue
(extended) and the 30-acre parcel in Highland would be developed for
single-family residential use (except the 7-acre neighborhood commercial

area described above). This would require demolition and removal of all
existing structures (approximately 440,000 square feet of floor space) and
pavements in the area. The average new dwelling is expected to be

1,400 square feet at an average density of about 4.5 units per acre, for a
total of about 4,400 new units. This increase in residential population is
anticipated to require four new elementary schools and one new junior high

school. Eighty acres within the 1,119 acres designated for single-family
housing is assumed to be reserved for these schools. Their location would

* be determined by the new owner's Specific Plan.

In addition to the single-family housing areas, the northwest portion of the

base would be developed for multi-family housing. This development would

be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Approximately
542,000 square feet of the 614,000 square feet, or 88 percent, of the
existing floor space would be demolished and replaced with new apartments

or other multi-family housing. An estimated 890 units with about
758,000 square feet would be newly constructed. Full build out would be3 reached by about 2003.

2.3.3.5 Public/Recreation. Under this alternative, existing recreational

facilities in the western portion of the base and the golf course would be

retained for public recreational use, as under the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. The golf course, however, would be used with the current
layout because the fairways are compatible with the non-aviation uses. The

open area east of the golf course would be retained as undeveloped area, as

in the Proposed Action. In addition, 27 acres in the Santa Ana Wash would
be included as open area.
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2.3.3.6 Transportation. This alternative includes the transition corridor 3
connecting Tippecanoe Avenue and Del Rosa Drive described for the other
alternatives. Another artery would be provided by extending Sterling
Avenue south onto the base and then curving west to tie into Mill Street. n
This artery would function as the boundary between the office/industrial
area and the new residential area, providing access in and out of the
office/industrial area with minimal traffic in residential neighborhoods. A n
new network of streets would be developed in the new residential area in
accordance with a Specific Plan. Access from the residential areas to
Alabama Street has also been assumed in the analysis. These new roads

would ensure that adequate connection to major off-bass arterial roadways,
including Victoria and Palm avenues, is provided to efficiently distribute
traffic into and out of the residential area. Improvements to Mill, Alabama,
and Fifth streets are also assumed to occur.

2.3.3.7 Employment and Population. This alternative would generate a

peak of over 1,100 short-term construction jobs (in the first 5 years) and
about 25,500 direct long-term jobs in office, industrial, and commercial
sectors. Secondary employment generated by this alternative is estimated
at 19,800 jobs. Population impacts from this alternative would more likely I
be the result of increased available housing, rather than from employment
generated by base reuse. Many of the new residents attracted to the area
would commute to employment centers outside the area. Population and
employment effects of this alternative are summarized in Table 2.3-11. 5

Table 2.3-11. Project-Related Employment and Population Effects -
Non-Aviation Alternative

Closure 2000 2005 2015 U
Employment

Direct 50 8,045 14,283 25,467

Secondary 20 7,097 11,823 19,769

Population NA 7,532 14,531 28,751

NA - Not applicable.

2.3.3.8 Traffic Generation. This alternative is expected to generate about I
118,400 average daily vehicular trips. Fifteen percent of these trips are
estimated to be internal to base property, between residential areas and

commercial facilities or employment locations. Most of the traffic would
occur during daylight hours.

2.3.3.9 Utilities. As under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, existing I
utilities systems would be used to service existing facilities to be retained
for reuse. The electrical distribution network would be replaced, and the 5
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system would be replaced with expanded natural gas service. The new
residential area would require completely new utility distribution systems.

3 By 2015, the projected activities and population increases associated with
this alternative would produce the following increases in utility demands3m over post-closure (baseline) conditions:

* Water-4.2 MGD

i Wasteweter - 2.7 MGD

* Solid Waste - 0.09 million cubic yards/year

* Electricity - 381 MWH/day

* Natural Gas - 24,000 therms/day.

3 2.3.4 Other Land Use Concepts

In compliance with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, the Air Force solicited proposals from other federal agencies regarding
their interest in acquiring any lands or facilities identified for disposal at
Norton AFB. Responses include several proposals for direct federal use, as
well as sponsorship of local governmental programs.

This section describes land use concepts that are not pert of any integrated
reuse plan, but could be initiated on an individual basis. These concepts
include proposed eeral transfers and conveyances to non-federal agencies
and private parties. They are independent of one another and could be
implemented individually or in combination with one of the reuse
alternatives. Figures 2.3-4 and 2.3-9 show potential locations for each
government and independent proposal.

U.S. Department of the Interior. The U.S. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service is sponsoring requests by the city and county of San
Bernardino for conveyance through the public benefit program of all base
recreational facilities, as well as the open space east of the golf course and
south of the main runway for public use. This includes the golf course and
adjoining open space, gymnasium, recreation center, bowling center, youth
center, outdoor sports complex, arts and crafts center, auto hobby shop,
and family campground. The National Park Service is also supporting the
city of Highland's request for transfer of a portion of the 30-acre parcel to
the city as a municipal park. For the purposes of this analysis, it has been
assumed that up to 140 jobs would be created to maintain and manage
these public areas.

I U.S. Department of Agriculture. The USFS has entered a request for the use
of facilities and/or vacant land for the San Bernardino Forest Supervisor's
Office, for FIRESCOPE, a joint-use program involving USFS, California
Forestry and Fire Protection, Governor's Office of Emergency Services, and
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other agencies. The proposal calls for administrative, warehouse, and i
aviation support facilities to consolidate and augment activities currently
located throughout southern California into a southern California
coordination and support facility. The request identifies 67,000 square feet
of office facility, 180,000 square feet of parking, 80,000 square feet of
warehouse storage and open storage, a hangar, an operations apon, and 10
acres of aircraft parking. The aviation support requirements would be
contingent on continued operation of the base airfield. If the Non-Aviation
Alternative were selected for the base, USFS would still be interested in the
office, vehicle parking, warehouse, and open storage. While it would be
advantageous to consolidate all of the operations at one location, this is not
essential. 3
Three potential sites for these facilities have been identified. One location is

along the east apron. This site is undeveloped and would require the
construction of office and warehouse facilities. Land near the airfield would I
serve the aviation needs and hangar space could be provided in the west
apron. The second potential location would be on the west side of the
airfield near the existing passenger terminal. Existing buildings (possibly I
including the existing Base Exchange and/or Commissary) would be
converted to office and warehouse facilities, and the land near the airfield
would serve the aviation needs. The third potential location is an existing I
warehouse (Building 942) and adjacent land for open storage and parking.
This would serve warehouse and storage needs only. This site also includes

an existing office (Building S-2) which would serve as office space for the
San Bernardino National Forest Supervisor's Office only. Construction of
additional office space would probably be required. Aircraft parking and
hangar space for the third site could be accommodated at the apron areas
located in the previously mentioned site locations.

Aviation operations would involve two heavy tankers (C-1 30, P-3), two light
air tankers (S-2), and other light aircraft (A-1 00). The base of operations
would support fire fighting and emergency response mobilizations, involving
transport of up to 5,000 people within a 24-hour period, with hourly 5
rotation. Routine (non-emergency) operations would average one flight per
day during summer months, with training flights once per month. For the
purpose of analysis it has been assumed that this proposal would generate 3
about 150 jobs.

U.S. Department of Education. The U.S. Department of Education is
sponsoring four education organizations interested in facilities at Norton I
AFB: the California State University system, San Bernardino County
Superintendent of Schools, Northrop University, and San Bernardino
Community College District. The only specific proposal received is for
120,000 square feet of hangar space with runway and apron access and
80,000 square feet of classroom, laboratory, and office space for aviation,
vocational, and academic training. For the purpose of this analysis, it has
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vocational, and academic training. For the purpose of this analysis, it has
been assumed that about 250 jobs and about 750 to 1,000 students would
be associated with thes, educational uses.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. The VA has requested transfer of the
existing clinic and supporting facilities, two to four dormitories for use as
research offices and inpatient facilities for psychiatric and substance abuse
patients, and warehouse space. In addition, the VA is interested in access
to existing recreational facilities available for public use including the
gymnasium, recreation center, bowling ailey, and swimming pools. The
VA's proposal does not include actual acquisition of those recreation
facilities. For the purposes of this analysis, it has been assumed that this
proposal would generate 140 VA jobs. The facility would serve about
2,000 inpatient and 50,000 outpatient visits per year.

U.S. Postal Service. The U.S. Postal Service has requested 20,000 square
feet of office space; 95,000 square feet of warehouse; parking space for
200 employees; and adequate dock, parking, and maneuvering area for
semi-trailer vehicles. These facilities would be used to establish
administrative and storage facilities and a detached mail processing
operation on base property. The mail processing operation would involve
sorting mail to be delivered to various post offices in the region, including
San Bernardino, Imperial, and parts of Riverside counties. The complex
would employ about 400 to 500 personnel over multiple shifts, primarily at
night. The operation is estimated to generate 80 to 100 truck arrivals and
departures per day, with the bulk of this traffic leaving the facility between
5:00 a.m. and 7:30 a.m.

McKinney Act Housing. As part of the McKinney Act of 1987 (P.L.
100-77), HUD evaluates surplus government buildings and properties for
suitability as housing for the homeless. If suitable and there is a need, these
properties can then be made available to homeless providers through the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. This assessment has not
been performed at Norton AFB. There are several potential locations within
the base property that could support the needs for homeless housing and
support facilities. However, for the purposes of analysis in this EIS, existing
dormitories in the northwest portion of Norton AFB were identified as having
potential to provide low-income housing or housing for the homeless.
Dormitories could be occupied soon after base closure. In the analysis, it is
assumed that at least one dormitory could be designated for housing of
homeless persons.

San Bernardino County. The county Adult Correction Advisory Council has
requested use of dormitories, associated dayrooms, and classroom space on
base for a 210-bed work furlough facility. The purpose of the facility would
be to house low-risk offenders who are employed in the community for the
duration of their sentences. These inmates would live under minimum
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security conditions that would include monitoring, but no fencing. Security
monitoring would be provided by cameras and motion detectors. During the 1

day, 90 percent of the inmates would leave the facility to go to their jobs.
In addition to lodging, the inmates would receive counseling at the facility
during nonworking hours. Based on a similar facility in San Diego County,
the program would employ about 25 personnel. The requestor has specified
the use of Buildings 503, 504, 517, or 561-563. 1
Aggregate Mining. This independent land use concept has been developed
in response to a proposal by a local aggregate mining firm to mine aggregate
in portions of the base property, primarily located in the extreme eastern m
part of the base. The suitable area for such an overlay differs somewhat
between the aviation alternatives and the Non-Aviation Alternative.
Approximately 250 acres have been identified in combination with the I
Proposed Action and the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, where
available ares would be constrained by the airfield. Approximately
300 acres have been identified in combination with the Non-Aviation I
Alternative. These areas are shown in Figure 2.3-5. Mining operations
would employ about 55 personnel. Aggregate mining is already included as
part of the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative.

2.3.5 Interim Uses

Prior to base closure, interim uses may be conducted under lease
agreements with the Air Force. The terms and conditions of the leases will
be arranged to ensure that the preclosure interim uses do not prejudice !
future disposal and reuse plans of the base. At Norton AFB, Lockheed
Corporation has a lease for interim use of a number of base facilities.

Since the terms of the Air Force lease agreements allow for expiration at the
time of closure, the baseline does not include these preclosure interim uses.
Instead, the baseline used in this environmental analysis is the future 3
conditions at the time of base closure. However, Section 3.2.2.1, Land
Use, includes a summary of praclosure interim uses on base to provide a
reference to preclosure conditions.

Short-term uses are also included in the environmental impact analysis as
part of the conceptual reuse alternatives. These post-closure interim uses 3
are incorporated into the absorption phasing and operations of appropriate
land use zones within the reuse alternatives. It is anticipated that preclosure
activities performed by Lockheed under an interim lease could continue after
closure, and they are included in the analysis of the Proposed Action.

2.3.6 No-Action Alternative I
The No-Action Alternative would result in the U.S. Government retaining
ownership of the base property after closure. The BMO and military family 3
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housing uses would continue, but the remainder of the base would not be
put to further use. All interim leases would be terminated. The base would
be preserved in a condition intended to minimize deterioration, ensure base
security, and maintain the grounds and physical assets, including the
existing utilities and structures.

The future land uses and levels of maintenance would be as follows:

"* Maintain structures in "mothballed* condition. This would
involve disconnecting or draining some utility lines and securing
facilities.

0 Isolate or deactivate utility distribution lines on base.

"* Provide limited maintenance of roads to ensure access.

"* Provide limited grounds maintenance of open areas. This would
primarily consist of infrequent mowing to eliminate fire, health,
and safety hazards.

* Maintain golf course in such a manner to facilitate economical
resumption of use.

A disposal management team (DMT) has been established at Norton AFB.
The responsibilities of this team include coordinating closure activities,
establishing a caretaker force to maintain Air Force properties after closure,
and serving as the Air Force liaison supporting community reuse. For the
purposes of environmental analysis, it was assumed that this team would
comprise approximately 50 people at the time of closure.

I The DMT, as used in this document, may refer to the Air Force disposal

personnel or to one of the caretaker contractors. In some cases, each team
may have distinct responsibilities. For example, under the No-Action

Alternative, each contractor is responsible for the management and
disposition of their own hazardous waste. The Air Force DMT would be
responsible for inspection and oversight to ensure hazardous waste

practices are in compliance with pertinent regulations.

The base would maintain its license with the State Water Resources Control

Board to continue to fill its water requirements from the same well system,
although the amount drawn would be significantly reduced. Nonessential
waterlines would be drained and shut off. The San Bernardino Regional

Wastewater Treatment Plant (SBRWTP) would continue to provide
wastewater treatment under caretaker status, but the flow would be
negligible or zero. Solid waste collection from the base would likely be

reduced to a negligible level under this alternative. The existing power and
space-heating systems serving Norton AFB would likely be utilized at
substantially reduced levels while the base is in caretaker status. Electrical

power would be required for security lighting and other essential systems,
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and natural gas would probably be required during winter months to 3
maintain minimal space heating in mothballed facilities.

BMO facilities and military family housing would receive all utilities directly

from local purveyors.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES EUMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 3
Most reuse proposals submitted for Norton AFB were either addressed as
alternatives or other land use concepts and fell within the context of the
reuse alternatives described above. In addition to reuse proposals received,
the Air Force identified potential reuse alternatives that would be reasonable
for Norton AFB. The following options were considered and eliminated from
detailed analysis.

2.4.1 Major Regional Hub Airport

Development of Norton AFB as a major commercial hub airport to serve the
southern California region was not selected for further analysis because of
plans to expand Ontario International Airport, limitations in demand given
Ontario's expansion plans, and airspace conflicts with Ontario approach that
limit Norton's terminal capacity.

2.4.2 Major Air Cargo Center

Use of Norton AFB as a major air cargo center was not developed further U
due to limited market demand. Air cargo carriers are likely to locate at
major regional airports, such as Ontario. 3
2.4.3 Regional Shopping Center

The development of a regional shopping center on Norton AFB property was 3
not carried over for detailed analysis because of low market demand and

extensive regional shopping resources nearby.

2.4.4 Natural Resource Conservation Area

Norton AFB is substantially developed and does not currently provide high- 3
quality habitat for wildlife. Its location in a generally urban area also renders
it unsuitable for conservation. For these reasons, use of all or major
portions of the base for conservation of natural resources was not 3
developed as an alternative.

2
2-44 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FE/S 3

I



U
3 2.5 OTHER FUTURE ACTIONS IN THE REGION

5 2.5.1 Disposal and Reuse of George AFB

George AFB in the Victor Valley area north of the San Bernardino Valley was
closed on December 15, 1992, and is undergoing property disposal
activities. The proposed reuse action for George AFB is a regional
commercial and general aviation civilian airport. The action would use the
existing base property and an additional 2,200 acres off base for
development. Other alternatives being considered include other aviation and
non-aviation options, industrial/commercial uses, and residential uses.
Population in the Victor Valley area could increase by 8,500 to 56,700.
Changes in direct employment could range from a negligible number to as
many as 54,800 new jobs, and an additional 50,400 secondary jobs could
be created.

1 2.5.2 Seven Oaks Dam Project

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), Los Angeles District, is
constructing the Seven Oaks Dam on the Santa Ana Wash, 1 mile north of
where the wash crosses Greenspot Road. The dam will be approximately
7 miles from base property. The dam will be 550 feet high and 3,000 feet
across the length of the embankment. Work has begun on the abutments,
and construction of the embankment will begin in 1993 and continue until
1997 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1988). Upon completion, the dam
will retain up to 145,000 acre-feet of water and will be used for flood
control purposes (Link, 1991).

3 2.5.3 East Valley Corridor

The East Valley Corridor Specific Plan is a cooperative planning effort by the
cities of Loma Linda and Redlands, the county of San Bernardino, and
private landowners. The development area is focused around 1-10 and
SR-30. Much of this land is undeveloped or agricultural. The plan presents
guidelines for high quality and organized industrial, commercial, and
residential development in the study area. The study area includes Marigold
Commercial Center, a new Wal-Mart complex, and Barton Center. The
Barton Center consists of over 300 acres between Mountain View,
California, Lugonia, and San Bernardino avenues, which is planned for
7 million square feet of industrial park offices and warehouses. The East
Valley Corridor Development Study (EVCDS) project areas will add over
155,000 vehicle trips to the surrounding road system daily. This is more
than the number of trips for the most intensive Norton reuse projections. As
part of the Barton project, San Bernardino Avenue would be widened to six
lanes within the project area only.

I
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2.5.4 Santa Ana River Trail System 3
The Santa Ana River Trail System Master Plan is to develop a bicycle and
equestrian trail along the Santa Ana River. The trail would serve as a major
spine into which other local trails will feed, ultimately creating a complete
network. Each municipality or jurisdiction would finance its own section of
the trail system. The bicycle trail would be paved, approximately 15 feet
wide, generally on the south side of the wash. Equestrian trails would be
dirt, also about 15 feet wide, and generally on the north side of the wash.

2.5.5 Transportation Projects I
1-10 Interchange between Waterman and Tippecanoe. Construction on this
intersection began in September 1991. The project eliminated the existing
westbound Waterman Avenue off-ramp. The project also extended Carnegie
Street into a new on- and off-ramp between Waterman and Tippecanoe
avenues for westbound traffic. The existing westbound 1-10 on-ramp is
now only used to access 1-215 northbound to San Bernardino, and
southbound to Riverside. There were no changes to eastbound traffic on-
and off-ramps.

State Route 30. SR-30 between 1-215 and 1-10 will be completed during
the 1990s with several new interchanges. SR-30 between San Bernardino I
Avenue and Fifth Street will be widened to four lanes. New interchanges
will be built along SR-30 at Arden Avenue, Pacific Avenue, Baseline Road,
Fifth Street, and San Bernardino Avenue. Also, a segment of SR-330 I
between SR-30 and a point just north of Highland Avenue will be widened
to four lanes.

1-215 Interchange at Washington Avenue. The city of Colton is awaiting
approval from Caltrans on interchange improvements, including widening
and extending the northbound off-ramp and realigning a second northbound I
on-ramp.

San Bernardino Avenue Extension. San Bernardino Avenue will be extended 3
to the west to connect with Pioneer Avenue and then Orange Show Road.
This extension will include a new bridge over the Santa Ana River to the
west of Tippecanoe Avenue.3

Other Projects. Other transportation projects in the area involve existing
streets. These include: Mountain View Avenue widened between 1-10 and 3
the Santa Ana River, Mill Street widened to four lanes between Tippecanoe
Avenue and Inland Center Drive, Arden Avenue extended between the new
SR-30 interchange and Baseline Avenue, Del Rosa Avenue widened to four
lanes between Baseline and Sixth Street, and Church Street modifications at
1-10 in Redlands.
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2.5.6 Pharris Aggregate Mining

C.L. Pharris Sand and Gravel, Inc. has prepared a draft agreement with the
city of Redlands to establish ground rules for future operation and expansion
of aggregate processing at its existing Orange Street plant site. Under the
agreement, Pharris would be able to increase processing from the current
level of 2.75 million tons per year to 7 million tons per year. The agreement
does not identify any new mining areas in addition to those already vested
or permitted.

1 2.5.7 Other Redevelopment Projects

City of San Bernardino Redevelopment Projects. There are a number of
redevelopment projects under way in San Bernardino. The Southeast
Industrial Park is primarily an industrial development south of the Santa Ana
River around Tippecanoe Avenue, with a commercial development area west
of Waterman Avenue between 1-10 and 1-215. The Tri-City project consists
of 283 acres of commercial development east of Waterman Avenue with
Hospitality Lane as the primary link. The Central City Project is a downtown
redevelopment area, primarily commercial, with some medium- and high-
density residential land uses. The Mount Vernon corridor project area along
1-215 is being developed as a commercial use corrilor. Uptown
redevelopment areas are predominantly commerciL iong the main
roadways (E Street, Baseline Street, and Highland Avenue) and west of
1-215 between Rialto Avenue and Third Street. Other redevelopment areas
farther north include State College and Northwest, both primarily
residential, and Central City North which has a mixture of commercial,3 residential, and public facility uses.

Agua Manse Enterprise Zone. This is a joint project involving the counties
of San Bernardino and Riverside and the cities of Colton, Rialto, and
Riverside. An Enterprise Zone area is being developed offering tax
incentives to attract business into the area. The area will have industrial,3 commercial, and office park areas.

City of Colton Redevelopment Projects. The city of Colton has six
redevelopment project areas for commercial, industrial, and residential use.

2.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

A summary comparison of the influencing factors and impacts over the
20-year study period on each resource area affected by the Proposed Action
and alternatives is presented in Tables 2.6-1 and 2.6-2. Table 2.6-33 estimates employment and population associated with other land use
concepts and indicates how they would relate to the Proposed Action and
each reuse alternative. Table 2.6-4 presents a summary of the impacts of

I
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the other land use concepts. Impacts to the environment are discussed in 3
datuM In Chapter 4.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I 3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

I
3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents the environmental conditions of Norton AFB
(Figure 3.1-1) and its Region of Influence (ROIQ as they would be at the time
of base closure. It provides information to serve as a baseline from which
to identify and evaluate environmental changes resulting from disposal and
reuse of Norton AFB. Although this EIS focuses on the biophysical
environment, influencing factors (i.e., community effects) are addressed to
the extent that they may directly Impact the environment. These include
population and employment, land use and aesthetics, public utility systems,
and local and regional transportation networks. This chapter also describes
hazardous materials on base, including storage tanks, asbestos, pesticides,
polychlorinated biphanyls (PCBs), and radon. The IRP is also described.
Finally, the chapter describes existing natural resources, including geology3and soils, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and
cultural resources.

3 The ROI to be studied is defined for each resource ares. A resource area's
ROI determines the geographical area within which environmental impacts
are addressed. Although the base boundary may constitute the ROI limit for
some resources, others (e.g., air quality, utility system, land use) have
potential impacts that extend beyond base property. ROls must be carefully
delineated to allow an accurate analysis that provides the basis for Air Force
decision-making regarding base disposal and subsequent reuse.

The baseline conditions assumed for the purpose of analysis are the
conditions projected at base closure. General preclosure conditions and
impacts of the closure action were addressed in the closure EIS (U.S. Air
Force, 1990e). Nevertheless, a reference to preclosure conditions is
provided in this document where appropriate (e.g., air quality, noise) to
provide a comparative analysis over time. This will assist the decision-
maker and reviewing agencies in understanding potential long-term impacts
in comparison to conditions when the installation was active.

The "base," as defined in this EIS, comprises those properties identified for
disposal. It does not include the BMO and military family housing areas to
be retained by the Air Force.

II
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U
3 3.2 LOCAL COMMUNITY

Norton AFB is in southern California in San Bernardino County, about
65 miles eat of Los Angeles. 50 miles west of Palm Springs, and 5 miles
north of the San Bernardino-Riverside county line (Figure 3.2-1). The base
is near the east end of the San Bernardino Valley, which is surrounded by
the San Bernardino Mountains, 6 miles to the north; the San Jacinto
Mountains, about 25 miles to the southeast; and the Santa Ana Mountains,
about 25 miles southwest of the base. The San Bernardino Valley continues
westward for approximately 35 miles from the base and includes the cities
of Ontario and Pomona. Two passes lead out of the valley: San Gorgonio
Pass, 20 miles to the east; and Cajon Pass, 15 miles to the northwest. The
Santa Ana River, the primary San Bernardino Valley drainage, originates in
the San Bernardino Mountains and enters the valley northeast of the base.
It flows through the citrus groves east of Norton AFB, then continues as the
Santa Ana Wash along the southern boundary of the base and turns
southwest out of the valley (see Figure 3.1-1).

The climate in the San Bernardino Valley is characterized by hot summers
and moderate winters with light annual rainfall, light to moderate winds, and
humidity ranging from 10 to 60 percent. The climate is affected by the
valley's relationship to the Pacific Ocean to the west and southwest, the
mountains to the north, and the desert to the east. Temperature inversions
frequently inhibit circulation and dispersion. Prevailing winds north beyond
the mountains are from the west-southwest, with an average wind speed of
2.8 knots. High-speed antcyclonic winds (Santa Ana) and cyclonic winds
from the north can reach gale velocities as high as 69 knots (U.S. Air Force,
1990e). July is the hottest month with an average maximum temperature
of 95°F. January is the coolest month with an average high of 636F and
average low of 38"F. Temperatures frequently go above 1 00*F in the
summer and occasionally drop below freezing in the winter.

The region is served by a well developed system of highways (Figure 3.2-1).
1-10, a major transcontinental route, passes 2 miles south of the base. 1-15,
the main route to Las Vegas, Nevada, intersects 1-10 at Ontario, 15 miles
west of San Bernardino. 1-215 intersects 1-10 at San Bernardino and
connects with 1-15 near Devore, about 10 miles north of the city. Norton
AFB, portions of San Bernardino County, and the cities of San Bernardino
and Highland are contained within a freeway ring (almost completed) formed
by SR-30 to the north and east, 1-10 to the south, and 1-215 to the west.
Section 3.2.3 further describes the regional transportation system.

Airports serving the San Bernardino Valley include Ontario International
Airport, Redlands Municipal Airport, Corona Municipal Airport, Flabob Airport
in Riverside, Riverside Municipal Airport, Chino Airport, and Rialto Municipal
Airport. Of these airports, only Ontario, located 25 miles to the west,
provides scheduled passenger service. Three major railroad companies have

Norton AFS Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-3
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I
3 lines passing through the San Bernardino area: the Southern Pacific, the

Union Pacific, and The Atchinson, Topeka & Santa Fe (AT&SF). An
AMTRAK passenger line also serves San Bernardino. Commuter rail service3rfrom Los Angeles to the ar was recently initiated. However, local
transportation agencies have plans to provide diesel commuter rail service to
Los Angeles in the future. Although an AT&SF railroad line once served
Norton AFB (the Air Depot), it has since been abandoned. Most of the track
has been removed, but the easement on base for the spur line still exists.

Norton AFB was originally the site for the San Bernardino Air Depot.
established on February 14, 1942. The original depot occupied 500 acres
and had 1,000 employees. By 1943, the staff had increased to 13,000
civilian and 5,000 military employees. For a period, the depot was renamed
San Bernardino Air Materiel Area before receiving its present name in 1950,
in honor of Captain Leland F. Norton, an A-20 bomber pilot from San
Bernardino who was killed in action over France in 1944. Since 1967,
Norton AFB has bean the home for the 63rd Military Airlift Wing (MAW).
During the Vietnam War, the 63rd MAW ferried supplies and militaryI personnel around-the-clock to Southeast Asia.

In 1988, the Base Realignment and Closure Commission recommended
closure of Norton AFB because of increasing air congestion in the greater
Los Angeles area, outdated facilities on base, and mission redundancies. At
that time Norton AFB was host to thirty DOD tenant organizations in

I addition to the 63rd MAW.

3.2.1 Community Setting

1 The area surrounding Norton AFB is mostly urbanized, comprised of the
cities of San Bernardino to the north and west, Highland to the north and
east, Redlands to the south and east, Loma Unda and Grand Terrace to the
south, and Colton to the southwest, as well as several unincorporated
pockets of San Bernardino County.

The base is located in the San Bernardino-Riverside county metropolitan
statistical area (MSA). The greatest effects from reuse of the base are
expected to occur in the adjacent local communities; therefore the cities of
San Bernardino, Redlands, Highland, Lorma Linda, and Colton (herein referred
to as the Area of Concentrated Study [ACS]) are highlighted in the analysis
(Figure 3.2-2). The city of Grand Terrace is not expected to be affected by3I reuse of Norton AFB and, therefore, was not included in the ACS.

The total employment in the San Bernardino-Riverside county region was
916,563 in 1990 and was projected to be 1,028,897 by 1994, with base
closure. Overall employment growth in the region was 4.2 percent annually
between 1970 and 1988, almost double the national average. In 1988, the

I government sector provided about 20 percent of the jobs. The sectors

3 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-5
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3 showing the most growth during the mid-1 980s were construction,
manufacturing, and financial services industries.

Population projections have been made for 1994, the year of base closure.

They assume closure of both Norton AFB and George AFB and realignment
at March AFB. They also assume personnel transferred from Norton AFB to
"March AFB between preclosure conditions (1990) and closure (1994) would

not relocate their residences outside of the ACS. Population in the San
Bernardino-Riverside county region was about 2.6 million in 1990 and is

projected to be over 3 million at closure in 1994. Population in the five-city
ACS was approximately 317,000 in 1990 and is projected to be 330,000
by 1994.

I Housing units in the region increased steadily during the 1980s. Over
1 million units were available in 1990 (approximately 484,000 units in
Riverside County and approximately 542,000 in San Bernardino County).I The average annual growth rate for housing was 3.9 percent in San
Bernardino County and 5.1 percent in Riverside County. Within the ACS,
the highest growth occurred in Highland with an average annual increase of
12.6 percent during the 1980 to 1990 period. The Colton housing
inventory also grew faster than the county as a whole, by an average of
5.9 percent per year. The growth rates reflect demand for more affordable

housing within the southern California region. The cities of San Bernardino,
Redlands, and Loma Linda housing stock increased somewhat slower than

the county average at a rate of 2.4, 3.1, and 3.6 percent per year,
respectively. Residential vacancy rates in the ACS in 1990 were
7.3 percent in the city of San Bernardino, 5.2 percent in Redlands,

9.9 percent in Highland, 7.7 percent in Loma Linda, 8.8 percent in Colton,
and 14.3 percent for all of San Bernardino County (U.S. Bureau of Census,
1981, 1991). In 1994, an estimated 646,400 housing units will be3 available in San Bernardino and Riverside counties.

Norton AFB employed about 10,400 personnel in 1989 (U.S. Air Force,

1990e). By closure, employment at Norton AFB will decrease to 1,030 jobs
associated with the BMO (U.S. Air Force, 1990e), 885 contractor personnel
supporting the BMO, and an additional 50 jobs associated with the Norton
AFB DMT. Approximately 1,062 Air Force jobs (479 military, 583 civilian)
will be transferred from Norton AFB to March AFB as part of the base
realignment program. The number of residents living in base housing
(including unaccompanied personnel in dormitories and military families) will

decrease from approximately 1,800 in 1990 to 750 in 1994. The remaining
residents will occupy the 264 military family housing units to be retained by

the Air Force. The EIS for the Closure of Norton AFO (U.S. Air Force,
1990e) addresses the action of retaining the Air Force properties. For the
purposes of this analysis, only the DMT is included in the closure baseline
for the analysis of the offects of the No-Action Alternative because it is the
only Air Force employment associated with the property designated for

Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-7
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disposal. The BMO and military family housing are included as part of the 3
larger -ommun.

3.2.2 Land Use and Aesthetics 3
This section describes the land uses and aesthetics for the base property
and surrounding areas of Norton AFB at base closure. Off-base land uses at
the time of closure are assumed to be similar to existing land uses in the I
vicinity of the base, unless specific development plans project a change.

Norton AFB is owned by the U.S. Government. but most of it falls within I
the jurisdictional boundaries of the city of San Bernardino. A noncontiguous
30-acre parcel lies within the boundaries of the city of Highland. The base
adjoins the cities of San Bernardino, Highland, and Redlands and I
unincorporated areas of San Bernardino County (Figure 3.2-3). These
jurisdictions regulate planning, zoning, and subdivision control within their
respective boundaries.

3.2.2.1 Land Use. Land uses addressed in this section include base land,
off-base land use trends and lind uses immediately surrounding the base, I
land use plans and regulations, and areas affected by airport operations at

Norton. The ROI for the majority of direct land use impacts consists of
Norton AFB; portions of the cities of San Bernardino, Highland, and I
Redlands surrounding the base; and unincorporated parcels of San
Bernardino County interspersed among those cities. Off-base land use is
also discussed within the context of broader regional growth trends. The !
ROI for airport-related land use impacts is determined by the extent of noise
contours and safety zones created by airfield operations and includes
portions of the cities of Loma Linda, Colton, Grand Terrace, Rialto, and 5
Fontana in addition to San Bernardino, Highland, and Redlands.

On-Basm Land Use. The base occupies 2,127 acres including 2,094 acres of 3
contiguous property and two noncontiguous annexes within 1 mile of the
main base: a small 3-acre parcel to the southwest used for avigational
equipment and a 30-acre parcel to the northeast, previously used as a
transmitter site and now vacant and used for recreation. Most of the base
property is held in fee and was acquired in stages. The bulk of the

acquisitions occurred in 1942. Additional parcels acquired in the 1950s and
1980s include runway clear zone (CZ) areas. The parcel where the BMO is
currently located was acquired in 1983.

Easements on the south side of the airfield were acquired from San
Bernardino County, the cities of Riverside and Redlands, and San Bernardino
Valley Municipal Water District (SBVMWO) in 1967, as a safety buffer for
munitions stored on the south side of the runway. The easements are in the
Santa Ana Wash outside the fenced areas of the base. The easement from
the city of Redlands and SBVMWD terminated in 1987. The base leases 3

3-8 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
I



lU 9hand Aven,"

......

..3 .

IaeieSret......
Ot, M

IM
.. ....EI

r.II-'`.ý1
I-

Fift StFigure 3.2-3...

3 ~ ~~~~ ~~Norton AFB IspsladRueFI3-

IM1SretL



I

about 1 acre from the city of Riverside on the south side of the golf course 3
for recreational facilities. The base also has an indefinite lease for a small
parcel from CSE Repeater Company for communication equipment along the
ridgeline of the San Bernardino Mountains.

The Air Force outgrants a number of agreements, leases, easements,
licenses, and permits to other agencies for use of base property. These 3
include roadways, utilities, flood control areas, services (e.g., bank, credit
union), and work space in base facilities. The terms of these outgrants
range from 1 year to perpetuity. Outgrants with durations that extend past

base closure are largely roadway and utility easements held by the city of
San Bernardino or local utility companies (Table 3.2-1).

A portion of Hangar 763 and support areas on base are under an interim I
lease to the IVDA, which in turn subleases it to Lockheed Corporation.
Lockheed uses these facilities for maintaining and modifying commercial
aircraft, including Boeing 747 models. Each aircraft requires about 15 to
60 days to accomplish FAA mandated modification and/or heavy
maintenance checks. The current IVDA lease expires on July 9, 1993.
Continued use of the facilities by Lockheed beyond that date would require
an extension of the ;ease agreement or other action by the Air Force.

Norton AFB consists primarily of an airfield with two developed areas: one m

on the west side of the airfield and the other on the northeast side of the
airfield, which was the location of the base's original facilities. Facilities on
base include over 50 buildings classified as warehouse or storage facilities, I
9 mechanical workshops and laboratories, 10 plants for utility functions,

5 commercial buildings, 20 barracks/dormitory buildings (ranging in size
from 5,700 to 26,000 square feet), and 3 hangars. The base property I
includes the following general land uses:

Airfield 784 acres 3
Aviation Support 130 acres

Industrial 510 acres
Institutional (medical) 8 acres I
Institutional (educational) 10 acres

Commercial 45 acres
Residential 125 acres
Public/Recreation 205 acres
Vacant Land 310 acres

Each on-base land use category is described briefly below and shown on
Figure 3.2-4.

The airfield includes the main Runway 06/24, taxiways, and ramp areas.
The concrete runway is 10,001 feet long and 200 feet wide. It has the
bearing capacity to accommodate the largest aircraft in the Air Force 3

3-10 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS I

I



I
Table 3.2-1. Inventory of Real Estate Easements. Lcenses, Permits, aid

Lesses in Effect at Baow Closure
Page 1 of 2

Document Number Expiration Date Description/Location Responsible Party

04-353-ENG-7331 In Perpetuity Telephone/power line A. & G. Leach
Easement
Tract A74 In Perpetuity Ditch and ponding M. Williams
Easement

Tract A75 In Perpetuity Ditch and ponding L. & M Berkovitz
Easement
Tract A76 In Perpetuity Ditch and ponding J. & M. Roesch
Easement
Tract A77 In Perpetuity Ditch and ponding F. MeFariane
Easement
Tract C-4 In Perpetuity Outfall Sewer Southern California
Easement Edison Company
Tracts D-2, D-6, D-7 In Perpetuity Outfall Sewer P.J. & Nondis Reiger;
Easement Nort
Tract 125E 01/18/1997 Restriction San Bernardino Valley
Easiment Municipal Water
Tract 127E In Perpetuity Restriction San Bernardino County
Easement Flood Control
Tract 129E In Perpetuity Restriction City of Riverside
Easement

Tract 130E 01/03/1997 Restriction City of Redlands
Easement
Tract 131 E In Perpetuity Restriction San Bernardino County
Easement Flood Control
Tract 400E In Perpetuity Sewer Line San Bernardino County
Easement Flood Control
LA-2409 Indefinite Skyland Peak, CSE Repeater Company
Lease Crestline, CA
509-ENG-2276 Indefinite Water Rates City of San Bernardino
License
Tract A71 Indefinite Railroad Spur City of San Bernardino
License
04-193-ENG-4621 Indefinite Outfall Sewer Atchinson Topeka &
License Santa Fe
LA-2473 Indefinite Instl Sign NAFB Entrance City of San Bernardino
License
LA-2522 07/06/1996 Tele Cbl Tippecanoe City of San Bernardino
License
LA-2538 Indefinite Water Line, 3rd St. City of San Bernardino
LUcense
E2411-12 Indefinite Relocate Meter County of San Bernardino
Permit
E805-15 Indefinite Instl Pole (12K VIt) County of San Bernardino
Permit
No Number Indefinite 2 light Stand/3rd St. County of San Bernardino
Permit

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-11
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Table 3.2-1. Inventory of Real Estate Easements. Licenses. Permits. and

Leases in Effect at Base Closure I
Page 2 of 2

Document Number Expiration Date Description/Location Responsible Party

No Number Indefinite Family Housing Area County of San
Permit Bernardino
No Number Agreement Indefinite Joint Use of Office AFGE Local 1485
Tract D-7 In Perpetuity Use of NAFB Sewer San Bernardino
Agreement County
04-353-ENG-6041 Indefinite R/W Telephone Unes General Telephone
Easement Company
04-353-ENG-6039 Indefinite R/W Alabama/3rd San Bernardino

County
04-353-ENG-7834 Indefinite R/W RD Tippe/3rd County of San
Easement Bernardino
04-353-ENG-9721 In Perpetuity Widen 3rd Street County of San
Easement Bernardino
09-2-68-176 08/01/2004 For A 3" Pipeline Southern California
Easement Gas Company
04-353-ENG-7763 Indefinite 36" Sewer Line City of San

Bernardino
04-353-ENG-9662 Indefinite 20" Water Une San Bernardino Valley
Easement Municipal Water

District
09-2-71-361 Indefinite R/W Access Road San Bernardino
Easement County Flood Control
09-2-82-328 08/31/2032 8" Sewer Line City of San
Easement Bernardino U
04-353-ENG-7993 Indefinite R/W Access Comm Fac San Bernardino
Easement County Flood Control
04-353-ENG-6944 Indefinite R/W Road, Comm County of San I
Easement Fac Bernardino
09-2-74-49 In Perpetuity Sewer Line @ Unit City of San
Easement A01 2 Bernardino
09-2-75-141 Indefinite Lena Road County of San I
Easement Bernardino
09-2-78-51 In Perpetuity Drainage City of San
Easement Bernardino I
09-2-80-440 In Perpetuity Traff Signal 3rd & County of San
Easement Victoria Bernardino
Book 5780-Page Indefinite Transmsn/Mill & Southern California
229 Tippecanoe Edison
09-1-81-294 07/20/2006 Credit Union Bldg. 21 Credit Union
Lease
09-4-90-1 12/31/1995 Defense Logistics Defense Contract
Permit Agency Administration
No Number Indefinite Vend Facil Bldg. 953 ST CA Business
Permit Enterprises I

I
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inventory, including C-5 aircraft (and Boeing 747) with a gross weight of
772,000 pounds. The runway has high-intensity runway lights, sequenced
flashers, centedine lighting, and visual approach slide indicator (VASI).
There are standard approach lights on the northeast end (Runway 24) and
high-intenslty approach lights on the southwest end (Runway 06). The
airfield has a Category II ILS, giving it an approach minimum visibility of
129 feet. Navigational aids include a nondrectional beacon and tactical air i
navigation (TACAN) system. An ILS middle-marker is situated on a small
noncontiguous parcel of land southwest of the airfield. There is a large
aircraft parking ramp on the west side of the airfield and a smaller ramp at I
the east end. Within the airfield area are the control tower, command post,
and weather station facilities. 3
The aviation support area includes facilities associated with aircraft
operations and maintenance. Facilities in this area include the existing fire
station, passenger terminal, hangars, aircraft maintenance shops, aviation I
fuel pump house, pump station, and aircraft wash racks. Most of the
buildings are in good condition. The largest hangar has four bays, each
capable of holding wide-bodied aircraft. Two bays of this hangar are
currently being used by Lockheed under an interim lease.

There are three industrial areas on base. The largest ares extends to the 3
west of the aviation support area. It includes several large warehouse
buildings (many converted for office space), shops (carpentry, laboratory,
automobile, electronics, and maintenance), utility plants (air conditioning, I
power generator, steam, and waste treatment), and the BMO facilities on
the southwest end of the base. This ares also includes the base day care
and nursery facilities. The industrial area on the northeast side of the airfield
is less densely developed. The largest structure is the Aerospace
Audiovisual Service (AAVS) facility. Vehicle maintenance and base motor
pool facilities are located along the flightiine. A strip of industrial-use land 3
on the south side of the runway contains munitions storage facilities.

The institutional (medical) facilities consisting of a clinic and supporting 3
facilities are located within an 8-acre area surrounded by on-base roads,
H Street, East Third Street, and Second Street, and the baseball fields to the
"east.

Several institutional (educational) facilities are located in the built-up portion
of the base. These facilities include standard classrooms and an aircraft
simulator facility.

The commercial area borders the north base boundary and contains the Base

Exchange and Commissary, NCO mess, and youth center facilities.

Two of the residential areas of the base, the officer housing east of

Tippecanoe Avenue (56 single-family units), and the enlisted housing north

3-14 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS I
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3 of Third Street (208 units), will continue to be used as military housing after

closure. East of the officer housing are dormitories, dining halls, a theater,
post office, swimming pool, and various support buildings for storage and
maintenance. Two small pockets of residential land use in the southwest
portion of the base contain temporary lodging and officers' quarters.

Three public/recreation areas are defined. In the northwest portion of the
main base is an area that encompasses three baseball fields, tennis courts,
gymnasium, bowling center, and swimming pool. The stables and another
area used for picnicking, baseball, and family camping are northeast of the
airfield. The Palm Meadows Golf Course southwest of the airfield comprises
the largest contiguous recreational land-use area on the base. The
noncontiguous 30-acre parcel located in Highland, at Sixth Street and Grant
Avenue, is used for public recreation.

Vacant lands on base include the crash test area and a "clean fill" (for
construction debris) on the far west side of the base and an old landfill area
on the northeast portion of the base. There are also vacant areas within
both runway CZs.

Based on an evaluation conducted pursuant to the Farmland Protection
Policy Act and implementing regulations, the U.S. Department of

Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, determined that the base does not
contain any land that qualifies as prime, unique, or statewide or locally
important farmland. The evaluation rating is provided in Appendix G.

Adjacent Land Use and Zoning. Land use trends in the Norton AFB area are
related to regional growth and development patterns. The area lies within

the region covered by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG). This region comprises highly urbanized areas of Los Angeles and
Orange counties, the primary employment centers in the region; urbanizing
subregions of Riverside and San Bernardino, the "bedroom" communities of
the region; and mountain/desert areas of eastern San Bernardino, Riverside
and Imperial counties. Based on current trends, 53 percent of the
population growth in the region over the next 20 years is expected to reside
in the urbanizing subregions, while 57 percent of new jobs will locate in
highly urbanized areas (SCAG, 1989a).

These trends have created an imbalance in the distribution of employment

and housing, which has led to extensive commuting and resulting5transportation congestion and air quality problems. The imbalance in
jobs/housing ratios is the primary regional growth management concern
identified by the SCAG. In 1984, the average jobs/housing ratio was
1.40 in the urban areas, 1.06 in the urbanizing areas, and 0.63 in the

mountain/desert areas (SCAG, 1989a). In the east San Bernardino Valley
where Norton AFB is located, the jobs/housing ratio was 0.9. The projected3 jobs/housing ratio in 1994 is expected to be about the same as over the

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-15

I



I
past decade. SCAG forecasts for 2010 predict little change in these trends, 3
with an actual decrease in the jobs/housing ratio in the east San Bernardino
Valley (SCAG, 1989a).

At the subregional level, land use patterns in the San Bernardino area are
consistent with urbanizing trends. Historically, the area has consisted of
established communities like Redlands and San Bernardino surrounded by 3
unincorporated rural agricultural areas. As the subregion has grown, urban
and suburban land uses have replaced agricultural uses, and developed areas
have merged into one another. The cities have expanded and annexed 3
previously unincorporated areas of the county. Through a series of
annexations over the years, the city of San Bernardino increased from
1 square mile in 1866 (the year of incorporation) to 55 square miles by the
end of 1987 (City of San Bernardino, 1989a). If past trends continue, the
city can be expected to annex the remaining unincorporated pockets in its
midst. 3
During transition from a rural to an urban environment, mixed land use
patterns have predominated (Figure 3.2-5). Highly developed areas are
interspersed with vacant parcels, residual rural/agricultural pockets (e.g.,
truck farms and orange groves), and traditionally non-urban industrial/
resource extraction activities (e.g., aggregate mining), which are
experiencing urban encroachment on their once-remote locations. The
transition has resulted in a prevalence of nonconforming and incompatible
land uses, which are reflected in the spotty nature of local zoning
(Figure 3.2-6). Most areas surrounding Norton AFB have a mixture of
residential, commercial, and industrial land uses, often combined within a
single block. 3
Projects such as the Tri-City Redevelopment Plan have sought to replace the
somewhat haphazard land use patterns with more uniform and planned
development, but the majority of the area still reflects the transitional land I
use patterns.

San Bernardino, typical of the subregion, includes very mixed land uses. I
Norton AFB is situated in an area of transition from residential to commercial
and industrial uses (U.S. Air Force, 1988a). The San Bernardino County Jail
and offices are west of the base, south of Third Street. The area south of I
Mill Street and west of the base has low-density, low-income housing and is
zoned for light industrial (IL) use. There is heavy industrial (IH) zoned land
just south of the airfield, near the base golf course. A pocket of land along I
Third Street just north of the base is zoned general commercial (CG-1) and
IL primarily along Fifth Street. Much of this land is vacant with a few
residences. The area surrounding this pocket is within the jurisdiction of the I
city of Highland. The Santa Ana Wash is designated as a Public Rood
Control area and has no development. South of the Santa Ana Wash are IH,
commercial regional (CR-3) development, and some residentially zoned land. 3

3-16 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 1
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The ame east of Waterman Avenue on the south side of the Santa Aria U
Wash is designed for light and heavy industrial, commercial, &W urban and
nmei-i density residential uses.

The city of Highland borders Norton AFB to the north and east. It is
primaril a bedroomcommunit with sm e limite overnment and retl an i
service inutre. Almst th entire city is zoned for reieta

development except for pockets of commercial and some industrial (M-1) in
the south. Fifth Street Is the primary eset-west arterial street through
Highland close to the base. Along this road, there Is a mixture of
commercial, residential (low density), and ght industrial uses. Much of the
land is vacant. East of Alabama/Palm Avenue, along Fifth Street, there is
open space reserved for the City Creek, followed by land zoned for light I
industrial and agriculture uses. Portions of the city in the Santa Ana Wash
are zoned FP-1 (flood protection) and designated for open space. There are
quarry operations within the Santa Ana Wash open space areas on the east m
side of Alabama/Palm Avenue.

Redlands lies to the southeast of the base. It is predominantly a residential I
community. About 2,600 acres are zoned for industrial uses, but most of
this land is vacant (U.S. Air Force, 1988). Norton AFB is separated from
Redlands by the Santa Ana Wash. This provides both a geographical edge I
and visual barrier. The portion of Redlands immediately south of the bse is
covered by the EVCDS and is primarily zoned for special use, commercial,
light industrial, and some residential use. This ares is presently 3
distinguished by extensive orange groves and development along the major
highway corridors. There is a pocket of unincorporated land in the middle of
this area known as the Crown Jewel, which is zoned for special use 3
development and industrial use.

There are several pockets of unincorporated lands within the ACS. These
areas generally have lower population densities and fewer utilities and, I
hence, have not been absorbed into neighboring municipalities, Some of
these areas have been developed and are under cooperative planning studies
with surrounding communities (e.g., Slover Mountain area, Orange Grovel
Crown Jewel ares). Four unincorporated areas are in the immediate vicinity
of the base: the Crown Jewel area described above; an area east of
Mountain View and south of the Santa Ana Wash, which is zoned for
predominantly industrial and commercial uses; the area around Third Street
between Waterman and Tippecanoe avenues, which has many vacant
parcels, single-family residential, and institutional uses; and an area between
Highland and Redlands in the Santa Ana Wash, which is an open space flood
control area. 3
Land Use Plans and Regulations. SCAG has developed a Regional Growth
Management Plan (SCAG, 1989a) which presents policies for dealing with
anticipated growth in southern California between now and 2010. The
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policies contained in the plan include achievement of SCAG's Regional
Mobility Plan, Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), Hazardous Waste
Management Plan, and Regional Housing Needs Assessment. The primary
growth management policy is to achieve better jobs/housing balance at the
subregional level (SCAG, 1989a). The policies of SCAG swe incorporated in
the planning of the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG).

At the municipal level, land use policies in the vicinity of Norton AFB are
defined by the General Plans of the cities of San Bernardino, Highland, and
Redlands. The city of San Bernardino has annexed the base and zoned it

"Public Facility" (PF). When base closure was announced, the mayor and
common council approved an overall land use concept that would designate

I the base for commercial airport and OIP uses. This change has not been
officially adopted into the zoning.

San Bernardino also has a Development Code that establishes zoning

districts and regulates development in the city (Title 19 of the Municipal
Code). The Development Code includes a number of special purpose and
overlay districts to provide for public safety, recreation and open space,I- airport compatibility, scenic quality along freeway corridors, fire hazard
zones, floodplain management, hillside management, and historic
preservation. While federal facilities are not subject to the Development

Code, the code would apply to base property conveyed to private
ownership. Many of the buildings on base are 40 to 50 years old and fail to
meet building standards of the City of San Bernardino Development Code

because of deficiencies related to structural integrity, seismic design, and
asbestos. Although they could be retained as nonconforming facilities, the
code stipulates that if nonconforming buildings (except residences) are
altered and costs of alterations would exceed one-half of the replacement
cost, they must be upgraded to meet all provisions of the Development

p Code.

There are a number of redevelopment projects underway in the area around
Norton AFB. Redevelopment projects usually fall within the policies and

objectives of the General Plan and exist primarily as a funding vehicle for
development in prescribed areas. Redevelopment areas in the city of San
Bernardino include the Southeast Industrial Park (primarily industrial
development south of the Santa Ana Wash), the Tri-City project (commercial
development east of Waterman Avenue with Hospitality Lane as the primary
spine), South Valley (industrial and commercial development southeast of

the 1-10/1-215 interchange), the Central City Project (downtownI redevelopment area), and the Mount Vernon corridor (commercial use along

1-215 and heavy industrial use areas around the railroad lines and public
flood control areas). Other redevelopment areas farther north include State
College and Northwest, both primarily residential, and Central City North,
which has a mixture of commercial, residential, and public facility uses.

Land use plans for the area south of the base are addressed in the EVCDS, a

Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3-21
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cooperative effort including San Bernardino County, the cities of Loma Linda 3
and Redlands, and private property owners.

Air Force Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses. The Air Force developed
the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) program to minimize
development that is incompatible with aviation operations in areas on and
adjacent to military airfields. Municipalities that have land located within the
AICUZ are not required to zone this land In accordance with the AICUZ.
However, the Air Force encourages cooperation by such jurisdictions when
making land use decisions. 3
The AICUZ land use recommendations for areas near a military airfield are
based on two composite studies. One study addresses compatible land
uses based on exposure levels to aircraft noise. The other addresses safety
issues and identifies the areas with hazard potential due to aircraft accidents
and obstructions to air navigation. 3
AICUZ noise contours are based on composite noise ratings that are

calculated from flight patterns, numbers and types of aircraft, power
settings, and times of operations (U.S. Air Force, 1988). A day-night
weighted average sound level (DNL) is used to describe the noise
environment. DNL noise contours for preclosure conditions at Norton AFB
are depicted in Section 3.4.4. A total of 7,297 acres is exposed to noise
levels of DNL 65 decibels (dB) and above.

The second objective of the AICUZ is to ensure that the areas surrounding I
the base are safe and that land uses in areas of high accident potential are
properly planned. The AICUZ delineates areas at either end of the runway

where the probability of aircraft accidents is highest. These areas have I
been identified through statistical analysis of past Air Force aircraft
accidents in the vicinity of Air Force facilities worldwide. Based on accident
risk, certain land use restrictions are recommended and identified by specific 1
zones known as the CZ and Accident Potential Zones (APZs), APZ I andAPZ II. The zones for Norton AFB are shown in Figure 3.2-7.

The area directly beyond either end of the runway is designated as CZ. The
Air Force recommends no development in this area. The CZ at the

southwest end of the runway at Norton AFB is primarily open land within
the base boundaries but does include portions of the base golf course and
the BMO facilities, as well as various other facilities. The northeast CZ is
also mostly open land contained within the base boundaries. Off-base lands 3
within this CZ include a small pocket of land within the city of Highland
zoned for industrial use and pockets of land owned by the city of Redlands,
designated for open space, with some quarry facilities. APZs are areasi3
where the potential for mishap is less than in the CZ but still high enough to
be incompatible with land uses that concentrate large numbers of people.
The APZs for Norton AFB include the full spectrum of land uses, including 3
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I
residential, industrial, commercial, and community facilities, some of which 3
are not compatible with AICUZ land use recommendations.

The City of San Bernardino Development Code establishes five Airport U
Overlay Districts, based on the Norton AFB AICUZ, which restrict
development affected by accident potential and noise. Districts one and
two correspond with AICUZ APZs I and II. Districts three, four, and five 3
relate to areas outside districts one and two with DNL noise exposure levels

above 75, 70, and 65 dB, respectively. Uses permitted in all districts
include warehousing, agricultural, dairy farming, wholesale trade, furniture

and building supply/lumber retail, golf course, and stables. Districts three, I
four, and five permit additional uses if noise level reduction (NLR)
construction is used. When this is not applicable or possible, use is
conditional and subject to approval of the zoning commission. The city has
not yet initiated action to revise these overlay districts to reflect base

closure, pending decisions on reuse. The Development Code is expected to
be updated, however, once new noise and accident potential criteria have U
been determined, and restrictions on land use around Norton AFB may
change affecting future development in the city.

The AICUZ program applies only to military airfields. After the closure of
Norton AFB, FAA criteria will apply if airport activities are continued. 3
Closure Baseline. Base closure will result in the cessation of military airfield
operations removing all land use conflicts and constraints associated with
the AICUZ. Land use restrictions contained in the City of San Bernardino U
Development Code presumably would remain in effect, however, until
repealed or revised to reflect reuse proposals. 3
3.2.2.2 Aesthetics. Visual resources include natural and man-made

features that give a particular environment its aesthetic qualities. The ROI
for aesthetics includes the base itself and off-base locations visible from the I
base. The analysis of visual resources considers visual sensitivity, which is
the degree of public interest in a visual resource and concern over adverse
changes in the quality of the resource. Visual sensitivity is categorized as I
high, medium, or low.

High sensitivity exists where views are rare, unique, or in other ways 3
special, such as in remote or pristine areas. These areas include landscapes
that have landforms, vegetative patterns, water bodies, and rock formations
of unusual or outstanding quality. Man-made environments with visual
integrity (e.g., historic districts) can also be highly sensitive. There are no

areas at Norton AFB considered to be of high visual sensitivity. There are
no areas that are rare, unique, or special or that are remote or pristine. I

I
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i Medium visual sensitivity areas have aesthetic value, but are not rare or
unique. The visual character of these areas is likely to be altered by
roadways, vehicles, utility lines, and other structures that contrast with the
surroundings. The areas at Norton AFB considered to be of medium
sensitivity are the Palm Meadows Golf Course and the palm-lined parkway
along Tippecanoe Avenue on base (Figure 3.2-8).

Low visual sensitivity areas are those not identified as high or medium
sensitivity. These areas tend to have undistinguished landscape features,
with little variety in form, line, color, and texture. Most of Norton AFB is

considered to have low visual sensitivity.

Norton AFB is located on an alluvial plain at the base of the San Bernardino
Mountains and along the edge of the upper reaches of the Santa Ana Wash.
The mountains to the north form the backdrop that establishes the broad
visual setting of the base. Foothills to the south and southeast also provide

a backdrop for the base.

The palm-lined parkway along Tippecanoe Avenue is visible after entering
Norton AFB via the Main Gate. This parkway forms a visual buffer between
the large warehouse structures to the west and the smaller office buildings
bordering the administrative area on the east. The officer housing area in
the northwest corner of the base is noteworthy for its mature vegetation
and greenery. The smaller scale of many structures within the
administrative/community services and officer housing areas contrasts with
the industrial appearance and much larger scale of the warehouses,
industrial and maintenance facilities, and hangars. The Commissary stands3 out due to its modern design and larger scale.

The area just northeast of the airfield was previously the location of airfield
hangars but now contains a mixture of uses such as picnic areas, stables, a
ballfield, other recreation facilities, maintenance, fire training, and AAVS
facility. The AAVS building is visually dominant due to its size.

3 A perimeter road circles the airfield and provides some views of off-base
areas to the north, east, and south. Vegetation partially screens views of
the scattered businesses, low-density residential development, and vacant3areas on the north side of Third Street. Some of thes structures have a
blighted or run-down appearance. The NCO housing area extends north of
Third Street and borders the city of Highland.

The Redlands landfill and the dry Santa Ana River bed are visible southeast
of the base, and an aggregate mining operation is visible to the east. The
Crown Jewel area, noticeable due to its tall palm trees, is located in the
distance southeast of the base and contains orange groves not visible from
the base. The golf course located on the south side of the base partiallyI blocks views to the southwest. An industrial park is located south of the
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3 river and east and west of Tippecanoe Avenue, but it is not visible from the

base. Areas toward the east and southeast of the base are visually
separated from the base. There is a much closer visual interface with areasI north and west of the base, which are more developed and have an urban
appearance.

3 Visual aesthetics issues and opportunities related to the Santa Ana River are
also relevant to visual resources in the vicinity of the base. The river's
floodplain provides visual open space and a visual separation between the
base and the cities of Highland and Redlands. The eastern portion of the
river corridor provides a peaceful natural setting, which would facilitate high
quality rural and equestrian-oriented development in areas not subject to
flooding, with the ability for reclamation of existing mineral extraction
operations to repair scarring of scenic resources (Highland, 1991).

The 30-acre noncontiguous parcel north of the main base contains a ballfield
with bleachers, lights, and a backstop. The parcel also has two eucalyptus
trees and other non-native trees, and portions are sparsely vegetated or bare

3 dirt.

Visual resources are recognized in the General Plans of the cities of San
Bernardino and Redlands. The San Bernardino General Plan specifically
addressed development and design standards for ensuring physical and
visual compatibility in the redevelopment of Norton AFB property
(Policy 1.39.30). The San Bernardino Development Code also contains
design standards related to aesthetics. The Redlands General Plan
addresses aesthetics in its Scenic Highway Element, Historic Preservation
Element, and Open Space and Conservation Element. The Highland General
Plan does not contain a separate element on scenic resources; however, it
does include land use objectives for maintaining a positive community
image, appropriate density/intensity of adjacent uses, buffering incompatible
uses, and protecting the visual quality and character of natural areas.

1 3.2.3 Transportation

Transportation addresses, roadways, airspace and air transportation, and
railroads. The ROI for the transportation analysis includes the existing
principal road, air, and rail networks in the local communities of San
Bernardino, Redlands, Highland, Colton, and Loma Unda, with emphasis on
the immediate area surrounding Norton AFB. Within this geographic area,
the analysis focuses on the segments of the transportation networks that
serve as direct or key indirect linkages to the base and those that are
commonly used by Norton AFB personnel.

3.2.3.1 Roadways. The evaluation of the existing roadway conditions
focuses on capacity, which reflects the ability of the network to serve the3 traffic demand and volume. The capacity of a roadway depends mainly on
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the street width, number of lanes, intersections control, and other physical 3
factors. Traffic volumes typically are reported, depending on the project
and data base available, as the daily number of vehicular movements in both
directions on a segment of roadway, averaged over a full calendar year
(average annual daily traffic (AADT]) and/or the number of vehicular
movements on a road segment during the average peak hour. The average
peak-hour volume on urban arterials typically is about 10 percent of the 3
AADT (Transportation Research Board, 1985). These values are useful
indicators in determining the extent to which the roadway segment is used
and in assessing the potential for congestion and other problems. 3
The performance of a roadway segment is generally expressed in terms of

Level of Service ILOS). The LOS scale ranges from A to F with each level
defined by a range of volume-to-capacity ratios. LOS A, B, and C are
considered good operating conditions where minor or tolerable delays are
experienced by motorists. LOS D represents below average conditions.
LOS E corresponds to the maximum capacity of the roadway. LOS F
represents a jammed situation. Table 3.2-2 describes the LOS as

established for the city of San Bernardino. These levels are based primarily
on the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 1985),
and are adjusted for local conditions. Along with the LOS definitions, the
city has developed standards that relate to the local environment and has
defined level C as an acceptable LOS for planning and design purposes.
LOS D may be accepted in some critical locations and for a limited period of
time. 3

Table 3.2-2. Descriptions of Conditions for Various Levels of Service for Arterials and Freeways

Level of Volume/Capacity
Service Ratio Operating Conditions

A 0-.39 Free flow, speed controlled by driver's desires, speed limits, or
physical roadway conditions U

B .40-.54 Stable flows; operating speeds beginning to be restricted; little or no
restrictions on maneuverability from other vehicles

C .55-.69 Stable flow; speeds and maneuverability more closely restricted

D .70-.84 Approaches unstable flow; tolerable speeds can be maintained, but
temporary restrictions to flow cause substantial drops in speed; little I
freedom to maneuver; comfort and convenience low

E .85-.99 Volumes near capacity; flow unstable; stoppages of momentary
duration; ability to maneuver severely limited

F 1.00 + Forced flow; low operating speeds; volumes above capacity, queues
form

Source: City of San Bernardino, 1988. 3

I
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3 Existing roadway conditions are described at three levels: 41) regional,

representing the major links within the study area; (2) local, representing
major streets; and (3) on-base roads.

Regional. Regional and inter-regional access for Norton AFB is provided by a
system of freeways and highways (Figure 3.2-9). The San Bernardino
Freeway (1-10) is the major east-west freeway providing access west to Los

Angeles and east to Palm Springs and beyond. 1-215 provides freeway
access south to Riverside and San Diego and north to Las Vegas. SR-30
provides a link between 1-10 and 1-215, and freeway access for the

northeastern part of the city of San Bernardino. SR-30 is currently under
construction as a four-lane freeway from Highland Avenue to 1-10 (two
lanes each direction). Interchanges are under construction at Arden
Avenue, Baseline Street, Fifth Street, and SR-330 in addition to the existing
interchange at San Bernardino Avenue. Construction will be completed by

the end of 1993. The Y interchange at the junction of SR-30 with 1-10 has
been completed. SR-18 and SR-330 are linked to this freeway loop and
provide access to recreation areas in the San Bernardino Mountains north of

Norton AFB.

Local. Figure 3.2-10 shows the general local road network now in place
and projected to be in place at the time of closure in the Norton AFB
vicinity. For the purpose of the analysis, ten roadway segments are
analyzed as most important to providing access to the base area:

I Third Street is a four-lane arterial running between D Street and
Alabama/Palm Avenue with a median lane for left turn

* movement existing between D Street and Sterling Avenue.

0 Fifth Street is a major arterial with four through-traffic lanes
west of Waterman Avenue and east of Victoria Avenue, with3 two through lanes between Waterman and Victoria avenues.

0 Mill Street is a major arterial that extends from the base gate at
Tippecanoe Avenue to the west where it intersects with 1-215.
Mill street has, in general, four through-traffic lanes; however,
near the base, Mill Street has only two through lanes and a
median lane for left turns.

I Tippecanoe Avenue is a four-lane major arterial, discontinuous at
the base. It runs between 1-10 and Mill Street and provides the3 primary access to Norton AFB from the south.

* Del Rosa Drive is a secondary arterial with a two-way left turn
median lane extending north from Norton AFB to SR-30. It has
four lanes; however, stretches between Fifth Street and Baseline
Avenue and between Pacific Street and Highland Avenue have
only two lanes.
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U
" Victoria Avenue is a secondary arterial. It has four lanes near the

base and becomes two lanes north of Baseline Street. I
" Alabama Street, which becomes Palm Avenue in Highland is a

secondary arterial. It has four lanes between Third and Fifth
streets and two lanes south of Third Street along the base
boundary.

In the analysis, certain segments of these roadways are considered as key
local roads. These segments provide direct access to the base and/or are
most likely to be affected by land uses on the base. Other roads would
have a complementary function In collecting and distributing traffic. The
City of San Bernardino General Plan, as well as the San Bernardino County
General Plan, recommends the improvement of Mill, Alabama/Palm, and

Fifth, local collector streets, to the level of major arterials.

The City of San Bernardino Public Works Department has defined standards
for each roadway class. A typical right-of-way of 100 feet is recommended

for major highways, 88 feet for secondary highways, 60 feet for local
streets, and 50 feet for noncontinuous streets.

Access to Norton AFB is currently provided through five gates
(Figure 3.2-11), of which only two are open on a 24-hour basis. Gate 1,
located at the signalized intersection of Tippecanoe Avenue/Mill Street,I
consists of two inbound lanes with a turnout for visitors, and two outbound
lanes. Gate 4 (Main Gate), located at the signalized intersection of Third

Street/Del Ross Driva, consists of two inbound and three outbound lanes. I
Gates 3 and 5 offer limited service for they are open only for certain days
and certain time periods. A fifth gate (Gate 2) at Tippecanoe/C Street is at
present permanently closed.

On-Base. Figure 3.2-11 shows the street network on base. Although the
network is basically a grid pattern, it has a limited number of through streets I
and offsets (T intersections) and does not constitute a functional hierarchy
of collectors leading to arterials, which in turn lead to highways. The

geometric design of the roads is below current standards used by the city of I
San Bernardino (in particular, pavement widths and turning radii at
intersections are too low). This implies a limitation on the overall travel

speed and traffic capacity of the base network and limitations on truck I
movement.

The key on-base roads that receive the heaviest traffic are C Street, Sixth 3
Street, Tippecanoe Avenue, and A Street; each provides two through-traffic
lanes. The only two signalized intersections on base are located on Sixth

Street. I

Preclosure Reference. AADT for key regional roadways is indicated for
preclosure (1991) conditions in Table 3.2-3. Service levels on regional 3
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1
Table 3.2-3. Preclosure and Baseline Traffic on Key Locations of Reotoni

Roads

Preclosure Closure Baseline
Roadway AADT (1991) AADT (1994)
1-10 (Mount Vernon) 151,700 163,400
1-10 (Waterman) 171,175 184,300
1-10 (Tippecanoe) 146,600 157,800 1
1-10 (Alabama) 123,000 132,500
1-215 (Inland Center Drive) 152,700 164,500
1-215 (Fifth) 133,200 143,500 5
1-215 (Mill) 144,500 155,600
SR-30 (SR-18) 59,500 64,000
SR-30 (Del Rosa) 49,700 53,500 3
SR-30 (Highland) 26,600 28,700
SR-330 (Highland) 9,250 10,400
Note: Freeway traffic is assumed to increase at a rate of 2.5 percent annually between 1991

and 1994 (Caltrane, 1989b; 1990). Traffic on SR-330 is &aismed to increase at a rate *
of 4 percent annually due to its rural character. I

roads currently are comparatively poor (LOS E or below) on 1-10 and 1-215
at the following junctions: l-10 at Mount Vernon, Waterman, Tippecanoe,
and Alabama; and 1-215 at Fifth Street and Inland Center Drive. I
A computer-based travel model (RIVSAN) is currently being developed by
SANBAG in conjunction with SCAG to evaluate future traffic conditions and I
capacity deficiencies for urbanized areas in San Bernardino and Riverside
counties, including the ROI. The results of this analysis will provide the best
evaluation of the regional roadway system. 3
Preclosure (1991) AADT, capacities, and LOS on key local roads are shown
in Figure 3.2-12. The ten roadway segments shown are identified for this 3
study as key local roads because they would provide the most direct access
to the Norton AFB area upon reuse. The key local road segments currently
experiencing the most critical problem are Alabama Street, where the LOS is
F due to limited capacity; Mill Street, where the LOS is C due to limited
capacity; and Fifth Street between Del Rosa Drive and Victoria Avenue,
which is also currently operating at LOS C. The current high traffic volumes
on Tippecanoe, Mill, and Del Rosa are the result of base traffic.

A survey undertaken by Commuter Transportation Services (1989) reveals
that about 75 percent of the employees of Norton AFB live within a 1 0-mile
radius of the base. Of these commuters, 82 percent use their private cars,
9 percent use carpooling, and the remainder use public transport or other
alternate modes of transportation. The distribution of these trips was:
19 percent originated at the base, 20 percent in San Bernardino, 16 percent

I
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I
in Redlands, 11 percent in Highland, and the remaining 34 percent in other 3
locations.

Traffic volumes on base roads have morning, noon, and afternoon peaks. 3
Heaviest traffic volumes are experienced on Sixth Street, C Street,
Tippecanoe Avenue, and A Street (see Figure 3.2-11). Sixth Street on base
constitutes an extension to Gate 4 and accommodates the only two i
signalized intersections on base. Average daily traffic volume varies from
about 15,500 near Gate 4 to 8,000 near C Street. C Street between
Tippecanoe Avenue and Sixth Street has AADT in the order of 7,000 in 3
both directions. Tippecanoe (which constitutes an extension to Gate 1) and
A Street (east of Tippecanoe) also experienced heavy volumes. Truck traffic
is heaviest on Sixth Street and sections of Seventh and A streets in the air
cargo area. The two busiest intersections on base are signalized; that is,
the intersection of Sixth StreetlE Street (with about 1,700 vehicles during
noon peak at all approaches), and the intersection of Sixth Street/C Street
(noon peak hour accounts for about 1,200 vehicles at all approaches).
These intersections currently operate near capacity.

Closure Baseline. Upon closure of Norton AFB, a reduction of traffic will be I
experienced in the vicinity of the base. Traffic generated by the base will be
limited to the DMT. It is estimated that, with closure in 1994, traffic on
1-10 at the Tippecanoe interchange will be reduced by 2.3 percent; traffic on i
1-215 at the Mill Street interchange will be reduced by less than 1 percent;
and on SR-30, a reduction of 5 percent would result at the Del Rosa
interchange. Portions of 1-10 and 1-215 are currently operating at LOS E or
worse in the base vicinity; these reductions will not significantly improve
traffic movement. The following freeway junctions would experience LOS E
or worse with closure: 1-10 at Mount Vernon, Waterman, Tippecanoe, and
Alabama; and 1-215 at Inland Center Drive and Fifth Street.

Ambient traffic on the major roads in the vicinity of the base is assumed to i
increase in proportion to the area's population (a 2.5-percent annual growth
rate is assumed during the period (1991-19941 minus the traffic generated
by the base by the time of closure). Figure 3.2-12 shows the 1994 closure I
baseline operating conditions on key local roads. Third Street will
experience free flow conditions (LOS A) with relatively little traffic. Mill
Street will operate at LOS A, as compared to LOS C in 1991. Fifth Street
between Del Rosa Drive and Victoria Avenue will improve from LOS C to
LOS B. Traffic on on-base roads will be reduced to the movement of the
DMT which, when compared to preclosure conditions, will be minimal.

Public Transportation. Omnitrans provides the main public transportation
service in the area. The base is currently serviced by three Omnitrans lines. I
Southern California Rapid Transit District provides express bus service from

San Bernardino to Riverside and Los Angeles. Transit trips in San
Bernardino account for less than 2 percent of the total home-work vehicle 3
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trips. The transit capacity exceeds the current demand. Intercity bus
service is provided by Greyhound from downtown San Bernardino. Upon
closure of Norton AFB, there will be minimal change in bus traffic on key
local roads, and no bus traffic on base roads. Taxi service is available but
use is very limited.

Movement of Goods. Rail and trucks provide long haul shipments in the San

Bernardino area, whereas trucks account for almost all short-or medium-haul
movements. Large trucks have adverse impacts on city streets and

encounter maneuvering difficulties on base roads and on city streets.

Upon closure of Norton AFB, daily truck traffic on key local roads will be
minimal. Tippecanoe Avenue, Third Street, and Alabama Street will
experience less truck traffic; however, this reduction is not expected to
create a noticeable difference in existing truck traffic.

3.2.3.2 Airspace/Air Traffic. Airspace is a finite resource that can be
defined vertically and horizontally, as well as temporally, when describing its
use for aviation purposes. As such, it must be ranaged and utilized in a
manner that best serves the competing needs of commercial, general, and
military aviation interests. The FAA is responsible for the overall
management of airspace and has established different airspace designations

that are designed to protect aircraft while operating in or out of an airport,
transiting en route between airports, or operating within "special use" areas
identified for defense-related purposes. Rules of flight and ATC procedures

have been established, which govern how aircraft must operate within each
type of designated airspace. All aircraft operate under either instrument
flight rules (IFR) or visual flight rules (VFR). IFR aircraft (primarily

commercial and military aviation) operate within controlled airspace and are
tracked and separated by the ATC system. VFR aircraft (primarily general
aviation) are not normally tracked by ATC but rather fly under a "see and be
seen" concept in which pilots are responsible for their own separation from
other air traffic. Airspace around the busier airports is more stringently
controlled and may require that all aircraft (including VFR) be in contact with
and monitored by an ATC agency while transiting through the area.

A given geographical region may encompass several differeit types of

airspace that apply not only to normal IFR and VFR aircraft operations, but
to military flight training operations as well. Military operations areas
(MOAs) and restricted areas are the most prevalent types of airspace that
have been designated for defense-related activities. MOAs contain

nonhazardous air intercept flight training operations, which do not restrict
transit of other air traffic. Restricted areas, however, normally contain aerial
gunnery or air-to-ground bombing activities, and transit through these areas
by any unauthorized aircraft is generally restricted while such hazardous

activities are taking place.
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The type and dimension of individual airspace areas established within a
given region and their spatial and procedural relationship to each other are
contingent upon the different aviation activities conducted in that region.
When any significant change is planned for a region, such as airport
expansion or a new military flight mission, the FAA will reassess the
airspace configuration to determine if such changes will adversely affect
(1) the airspace structure or ATC systems and/or facilities, (2) movement of
other air traffic in the area, or (3) airspace already designated and uted for
other purposes (i.e., MOAs or restricted areas). Therefore, considering the
limited availability of airspace for air traffic purposes, a given region may or

may not be able to accommodate significant airport or airspace area
expansion plans.

The ROI considered for the Norton AFB airspace analyses covers a I
20-nautical mile (nm) radius area surrounding the base and Ontario
International Airport and extends from the surface up to 13,000 feet mean
sea level (MSL) (Figure 3.2-13). This area is within the control jurisdiction I
of the FAA TRACON at Ontario and focuses primarily on the terminal
maneuvering airspace that had normally been required to accommodate
flight operations at Norton AFB. Within the ROI, Norton AFB has an airport I
radar service area (ARSA) that extends 5 nm out and up to 5,000 feet MSL,
with the exception of a 1.5-nm circle along the west side surrounding

Redlands Municipal Airport. The airspace above 13,000 feet MSL is I
controlled by the Los Angeles Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC).

Approximately 42,000 aircraft operations (landings and takeoffs) were 3
conducted at Norton AFB in 1990, predominantly by air cargo-type aircraft
(C-141s, C-5s, and C-1 30s); about 60 percent (25,400 operations) were
IFR. Many of these operations also transitioned to and from the en route air I
traffic system.

Other airports in the ROI include Redlands Municipal, Rialto Municipal, 3
Riverside Municipal, Flabob, Cable, Chino, and Corona Municipal, as well as
March AFB (Figure 3.2-14). Aircraft operations at these airports do not

affect and are not adversely affected by Norton AFB operations. IFR
operations from any one of these airports are separated from Norton aircraft
by the ATC system, and VFR aircraft either avoid the Norton control zone or
ARSA, or contact the control tower to transit through this airspace. This is
not considered a problem for VFR aircraft.

The current and projected annual operations for each of the civil airports are 3
shown in Table 3.2-4. This information was obtained from airport
managers, master plan updates, and FAA reports, which differ from
forecasts in the California Aviation System Plan. 3
Aircraft operations within the ROI do not conflict with air traffic flows at
George AFB due to geographical separation and the manner in which ATC 3
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3 Table 3.24. Current and Projected Annual Aircraft Operations for Civi

Airports in the Vicinity of Norton AFB
Annual Operations

Airport 1990 1994

Ontario International 151,000 196,000
Redlands Municipal 70,000 76,000
Rialto Municipal 190,000 206,000
Riverside Municipal 190,000 210,000

3 Flabob 7,000 8,200

Sources: Caltrarm, 1989s; Rabob Airport Manager, 1991; Fischer, 1991; Lock, 1991; Murphy,
1991.

airspace and procedures have been segregated for the respective locations.
The airspace above 13,000 feet MSL in the vicinity of George AFB is also
controlled by the Los Angeles ARTCC, but it is not significantly affected by
operations within the ROI. However, significant growth at one or more of
the major airfields in the region could lead to potential airspace conflicts
between the respective airport traffic flows and added congestion in the
ARTCC's airspace.

3 Airspace designated for ATC purposes around Norton AFB consists primarily
of a control zone, an airport traffic area (ATA), and the ARSA. While these
designated areas appear to be almost coincidental in their dimensions, each
one generally serves a specific purpose in regard to what ATC services and
rules of flight must be followed by aircraft operators under different weather
and air traffic conditions. The control zone is a 5-statute-mile radius of the
airfield with an extension to the southwest, from the surface to 3,200 feet
MSL, that provides protective airspace for instrument approach and
departure flight paths at Norton. An ATA encircles the airfield by a 5-
statute-mile radius from the surface to 3,200 feet MSL and defines an area
in which the Norton AFB tower exercises control over local traffic patterns,
as well as other air traffic passing through this airspace.

The Norton AFB ARSA is the most stringent of the airspace areas
surrounding the base in regard to pilot and ATC requirements. All IFR and
VFR aircraft transiting through this airspace must be in contact with the
Norton AFB control tower, when at or below 3,200 feet MSL, or with the
Ontario TRACON, when above 3,200 feet MSL. Aircraft operating at the
Redlands Municipal Airport do not have to contact the Norton tower unless
their route of flight enters the ARSA airspace. The outer portion of the
Ontario ARSA joins the Norton ARSA and extends from 2,700 to 5,000 feet
MSL. While VFR aircraft are not required to be in contact with ATC in this
outer ARSA, it is strongly encouraged to further enhance flight safety and
air traffic awareness in this highly congested area.
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Navigational aid capabilities at Norton AFB include an ILS and a TACAN
system. While the ILS can be used by both civil and military aircraft, the
TACAN is normally only compatible with military aircraft navigation
equipment. Instrument approach and standard instrument departure
procedures for the base are supported by an ILS and TACAN. An
instrument approach to Norton is also established off the Petis non-
directional radio beacon located 6 nm west of the base. The Paradise very
high frequency omnidirectional range tactical air navigation (VORTAC) aid
located 19 nm southwest of the base can also be used for navigational
guidance if the Norton TACAN is inoperative. The availability of the Petit
and Paradise navigational aids, therefore, provide an instrument approach
and departure capability for Norton AFB that can be independent of the base
TACAN. The instrument flight tracks for Norton AFB are shown in Figure
3.2-15 to illustrate the different routes that have normally been flown at
Norton AFB by the different types of air cargo and contracted air carrier

aircraft. A surveillance radar system is also located on the base which
provides the control tower with the coverage needed to monitor air traffic in
the ARSA and immediate surrounding area. The Ontario TRACON's radar
system provides coverage of the base down to about 2,200 feet MSL.

The general airspace and air traffic environment for Norton AFB is

somewhat constrained by the surrounding terrain, the close proximity of the
base to the Ontario International Airport, and the overall air traffic
congestion in the Los Angeles Basin area. The San Bernardino and San
Jacinto mountains to the north and east of the base essentially dictate the

use of Runway 06 (landing and taking off to the east) for most aircraft
operations. Due to these mountains, instrument approach procedures are
presently only feasible for aircraft arrivals from the west. Aircraft departing

to the east must make a climbing right turn within 1 nm of the runway to I
meet required obstacle clearance criteria. Departures from Runway 24

(taking off to the west) are not always possible due to aircraft arrivals to
Runway 06 and the increased air traffic separation requirements associated I
with opposite direction operations.

The Ontario International Airport runways are oriented in the same general

direction (east-west) as the runway at Norton AFB, with 450 to 550

operations (landings and takeoffs) being conducted daily on the airport's
parallel runways. Nearly half of these are air carrier operations, which are I
expected to triple within 5 years after the planned airline terminal expansion
has been completed. Due to air traffic routing and prevailing wind

considerations, the majority of all arrivals approach the Norton AFB airport i
from the east for landing to the west on Runway 26.

The flight paths normally flown by these arrivals, as well as an instrument 5
approach course to the Rialto Municipal Airport, overlap the same airspace

used by aircraft on instrument approaches to Norton AFB. Aircraft turning
onto a final approach to any one of the three airfields are initially funneled to 3
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the same general area with 1,000 feet vertical separation provided between
the simultaneous arrivals. As aircraft arrivals to Ontario and Norton increase
during the busier periods of the day, sequencing and separating aircraft
through this overlapping airspace become more taxing for the Ontario
TRACON sector controller. During such periods, aircraft flying successive
practice approaches at Norton AFB are directed south to March AFB where

these training flights can be conducted in less congested airspace. The
March AFB approach and departure flight tracks do not conflict with those

for Norton AFB or Ontario due to a different runway orientation and the
lateral distance separating the respective airport traffic patterns. C-141s
from Norton AFB constituted about 22 percent of the 41,000 IFR aircraft
operations that were conducted at March AFB in 1990 (U.S. Air Force,
1991a).

The Los Angeles Basin area is recognized as one of the most congested air

traffic environments in the country. Airspace and ATC responsibilities for
this region are divided between the Los Angeles ARTCC and different
TRACONs which feed air traffic into and out of the various airports within

the southern California area. The Ontario TRACON controls much of the
lower altitude en route traffic that is travelling across the Los Angeles Basin
area. Ontario controllers handle 300 to 400 aircraft a day that are passing
through their airspace to other airports, and 1,300 to 1,400 a day that are
operating to or from airports within their airspace. The constant overflight
traffic both within and above the ROI airspace limits the different options in
which Ontario TRACON can route their traffic between Norton AFB and the

en route airway/jet route structure. For instance, north or eastbound I
departures from Norton are initially routed south of the base (see
Figure 3.2-15) where there is sufficient airspace to climb and integrate

aircraft into the northern en route traffic flow. An overall view of the
different arrival, departure, and transit routes in the Ontario-Norton area is
shown in Figure 3.2-16 which illustrates the general complexity of airspace
use in the ROI.

Closure Baseline. Upon oase closure and assuming termination of flight
operations at Norton AFB, all designated ATC airspace areas and published I
instrument procedures would be canceled and the area would remain under

the general control of the Ontario TRACON. The surveillance radar system,
control tower, and navigational aids (TACAN and ILS) would be removed I
from service, pending any reuse requirements for these facilities. It is not
likely that the airspace would be readily used by the Ontario TRACON for

new IFR transit routes to Ontario or other airports in the area. Base closure I
would, however, significantly reduce a source of air traffic congestion
where the approach courses to Ontario and Norton overlap. VFR aircraft

operating from the public and private airports in the area could transit freely I
through the airspace surrounding the closed airfield without any tower
communications requirements or concerns with base military aircraft

operations. The overall potential for aircraft mishaps in the ROI could be
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I
reduced with the base closure and subaequent reduction of ar traffic in the
area.

3.2.3.3 Air Transportation. Air transportation includes passenger travel by
commercial airline and charter flights, business and recreational travel by

private (general) aviation, and priority package and freight delivery by
commercial and air carriers.

There are six airports in the vicinity of Norton AFB. The closest commercial
airline service to Norton AFB is Ontario International Airport. The second

closest air carrier airport is in Palm Springs, located about 50 miles I
southeast of Norton AFB. As noted above, other general aviation airports in
the ROI included Rialto Municipal, Redlands Municipal, Riverside Municipal,
and Flabob.

Air passenger volume at Ontario International Airport was 5.4 million

passengers in 1990. The annual enplaned and deplaned cargo at Ontario l
airport recorded was 272,640 tons in 1990. The maximum capacity of
Ontario airport is estimated to be 7.35 MAP (enplaned and deplaned). In
terms of volume, Ontario ranks second after Los Angeles International 1
Airport (43 MAP in 1990) in the Los Angeles Basin. John Wayne Airport in
Orange County ranks third with 4.5 MAP in 1990. In 1990, 59.6 percent of
aircraft movements at Ontario were air carrier movements, 23 percent I
general aviation, 17 percent air taxi, and the remaining 1 percent military
and alternate movements.

Upon closure of Norton AFB, there will be a very small reduction in travel
through Ontario airport resulting from the relocation of base personnel and
dependents who currently use the airport. This insignificant loss of base-
related air travel will be more than compensated in a short time period by

projected population growth in the San Bernardino area. The transfer of
Norton AFB personnel to March AFB may not affect base-related air travel at 1
Ontario airport due to the proximity of March AFB to Ontario.

3.2.3.4 Railroads. At present, the area surrounding Norton AFB is serviced

by four AMTRAK trains daily (two eastbound, two westbound). AMTRAK
passenger departures and arrivals at San Bernardino Station totalled 40,600
in 1990, having increased by 150 percent during the period 1982 through

1990. The AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads operate all rail freight
service in the San Bernardino area and maintain service facilitier and freight
yards. The Southern Pacific has the largest classification yards in the

western United States in Colton. AT&SF operates a one-track line south of
Norton AFB. A rail link which once served the base connected with this line
near Gate 1 (Tippecanoe/Mill). At present, this link is abandoned. Rail

traffic movement amounts to about 50 trains per day along the Cajon Pass
and 50 trains per day along the Colton main line. Most rail crossings are at
grade.
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Upon closure of Norton AFB, there would be some minor reduction in
AMTRAK ridership in San Bernardino. The reduction would be quickly
compensated by the projected rapid population growth in the San Bernardino
area. Trackage between the San Bernardino terminal and the Los Angeles
area is being developed as part of a commuter rail system. No change in
local or regional rail service is expected to occur as a result of base closure.

1 3.2.4 Utilities

The utility systems addressed in this study include the facilities and
infrastructure used for:

0 Potable water pumping, treatment, and distribution

* Wastewater collection and treatment

I * Solid waste collection and disposal

0 Energy generation and distribution, including the provision of
electricity, natural gas, and steam heat.

The major components of these utility systems include processing and
distribution capability, storage capacity, average daily consumption, peak
demand, and related factors required to determine the adequacy of the
systems to provide service in the future.

The ROI for assessing utility systems is made up of the service areas of
each utility purveyor servicing the base and communities most affected by
the closure and reuse of Norton AFB, including the communities of San
Bernardino, Redlands, Highland, Loma Unda, and Colton.

Population and projected demand for utilities through the year 1994 were
obtained from the various utility purveyors for each of their respective
service areas. Baseline utility demand through 1994 (Table 3.2-5) is based
on estimated population changes in the five cities around Norton and the
future rates of per-capita consumption either explicitly indicated by each
purveyor's projections or derived from those projections. For each utility,
the most recent comprehensive projections were made prior to the base
closure announcement and do not take into account the decrease in demand
from the base that would occur after closure. These projections were
therefore adjusted to reflect the decrease in demand for the baseline
projections.

I

I
3 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FE/S 3-47

I



I
Table 3.2-5. Estimated Average Per-Capita Utlity Demand in the ROI

Utility 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Water consumption (gallons/day) 240.3 240.3 240.3 240.3 240.3
Wastewater treatment (gallons/day) 120.4 123.7 126.9 129.7 132.4

Solid waste disposal (cubic yards/year) 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.7

Electrical consumption (kilowatt hours/day) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 21.0 1
Natural gas consumption (therms/day) 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8

Sources: Projeltions based on Bums, 1911; California Energy =. 1090; Rum, 1091; City of San Bernardino Water
Department. 1987; Son smarwdino County Solid Waste Momsgrnent Deparamsnt. 19913 San Bernardino Vdey
Munkpw Water District. 1990.

3.2.4.1 Water Supply I
On-Base. Norton AFB currently derives its water from four wells on base
(wells #2, 3, 5 and 11). All of the base wells have been upgraded within
the past 5 years and are in good condition. Wells 12, 3, and 5 are located
in the northwest portion of the base. Well #2 has a pumping capability of
590 gallons per minute (gpm) and is 817 feet deep; pump placement is
190 feet from the top of the well. Well #3 has a pumping capability of
2,500 gpm and is 990 feet deep; the pump is located at 261 feet from the
top of the well. The water from this well is not chlorinated. Well #5 has a
pumping capability of 2,260 gpm and is 817 feet deep; the pump is located
at 190 feet from the top of the well. Wells #2. 3, and 5 fill the
500,000-gallon elevated tank that supplies the main base area.

Well #11 is located in the northeast corner of the base, and has a gumping
capability of 1,774 gpm. The well is 733 feet deep and the pump is

positioned at a depth of 213 feet. Water pumped from this well fills a
174,000-gallon, ground-level, steel tank and is retained there for
chlorination. After retention time in this tank, the water is pumped to a
150-foot elevated storage tank, which has a 250,000-gallon capacity.
Water from this elevated storage tank is used by facilities in the northeast
portion of the base, including the NCO housing area north of Third Street.

The average age of the pumps and motors at these wells is 18 years. The
pump motor for well #2 is in good condition, and the pump motors for wells
#3 and 5 are in poor condition (U.S. Air Force, undated). The on-base
storage tanks are all cathodically protected for corrosion. The
174,000-gallon chlorination tank is in poor condition. All other tanks are in
good condition.

The distribution system on base was originally installed in the 1940s and i
was of thin-wall steel construction. There are approximately 14,800 linear
feet of this type of pipe in the system. The steel piping is in poor condition.
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There are also 19,200 linear feet of cast-iron piping of the same age in the
system. Another 275,400 linear feet of piping is approximately 20 years

old and is in good condition. Also, there is approximately 27,500 linear feet
of new polyvinyl chloride (PVC) piping in the system that is in good
condition. The base currently has 220 fire hydrants that are in good
condition. Routine repairs and replacement are performed in parts of the
system in an ongoing maintenance program.

Off-Base. There are seven water purveyors in the Norton area. They
include Baseline Gardens, Cardiff Farms, Muscoy Farms, Victoria Farms,

which are all agricultural purveyors, East Valley Water District, city of
Redlands, and city of San Bernardino Water Department. East Valley Water

District supplies the area northeast of the base, including the city of
Highland. The city of Redlands supplies water from 25 potable water wells.
San Bernardino Water Department serves the remaining areas around the

base, and during emergencies and periods of high demand, supplies the base
as well. A 20-inch main provides the base access to San Bernardino Water
Department water at the northwest comer of the base bordering Third

Street. The distribution systems for Redlands, San Bernardino Water
Department, and East Valley Water District are in good condition; all
purveyors are expanding to meet the needs of the population in their

* districts.

Preclosure Reference. For the past 5 years, Norton AFB has consumed an

average of 2.3 MGD of water. Water demand in the ROI as forecast beforeU• the closure announcement are indicated in Table 3.2-6 for the years 1990 to
1994.

Closure Baseline. Water demand at Norton AFB will decrease as the
drawdown of personnel occurs from 1991 to closure to an average of
0.3 MGD by 1994. The resulting baseline water demand within the ROI by

1994 would be 83 MGD. This is approximately 2.2 percent lower than the

preclosure projections for 1994 (see Table 3.2-6).

3.2.4.2 Wastewater

On-Base. In 1987, the Department of the Air Force made an agreement
with the city of San Bernardino to provide financial assistance in the

construction of the SBRWTP in exchange for wastewater
collection/treatment services provided by the city (City of San Bernardino,
"1942; 1987).

The majority of the on-base wastewater collection system is constructed of

clay piping, 8 to 15 inches in diameter. This system, which comprisesI approximately 140,100 linear feet, is 40 years old and in good condition.
There is an additional 21,750 linear feet of clay pipe, which is approximately

12 years old and also in good condition. The sewer connection for Norton
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Table 3.24 Estimatsed Preclosue and Baseline Utility Demend In the ROI

Utility 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Water Consumption (MGD)

Preclosure Forecast 78.3 80.0 81.6 83.3 84.9
Closure Baseline 78.3 79.9 81.0 82.1 83.1

Wastewater Treatment (MGD)
Preclosure Forecast 31.4 33.0 34.6 36.3 37.9
Closure Baseline 31.4 33.0 34.3 35.6 36.9

Solid Waste (millon cubic yards/yr) I
Preclosure Forecast 2.63 2.75 2.86 2.98 3.10
Closure Baseline 2.63 2.74 2.85 2.96 3.07

Electrical Consumption (MWHlday)
Preclosure Forecast 6,066 6,187 6,311 6,437 6,566
Closure Baseline 6,066 6,185 6,261 6,337 6,406

Natural Gas Consumption (thousand
thermslday)

Preclosure Forecast 1,474 1,537 1,600 1,663 1,726
Closure Baseline 1,474 1,537 1,597 1,657 1,716

Source: Projections based on Burns. 1991; California Energy Commiuion, 1990; Rum. 1991; Nuffatutler, 1991; City of
San Bernardino Water Department, 1987; County of San Bernardino Solid Waste Management, 1991; San I
Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, 1990.

AFB is located at the northwest comer of the base. According to San I
Bernardino city engineers, this interceptor line is currently at capacity (Enna,
1991).

Off-Base. Wastewater treatment plants in the ROI are depicted on
Figure 3.2-17. The cities of San Bernardino, Highland, and Loma Unda;
Norton AFB; and various portions of the unincorporated county area are
members of the San Bernardino regional wastewater treatment service area.
The city of San Bernardino (Public Works Department) operates and
maintains the sewage collection system that transports the sewage to the I
treatment plant (Enna, 1991).

These communities are serviced by the city collector system and SBRWTP. I
The collector system is in good condition and is maintained as needed.
Expansion projects to modify the current collection system and meet
demands of the region are ongoing (Moreno, 1991). The SBRWTP currently I
has a design capacity of 28 MGD. The plant receives 25 MGD of influent,
treating 22 MGD to secondary standards using an activated sludge system
and 3 MGD to tertiary standards (Roe, 1991). The SBRWTP is also I
undergoing modifications to the hydraulic systems and headworks to meet
air quality standards. These modifications will not increase the treatment
plant's capacity but will maintain the current capacity levels and deter the I
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U
possibility of losing discharge permits. Additional construction to meet
future treatment needs generated by population growth is still in the
planning stages (Roe, 1991).

The city of Redlands has its own wastewater treatment plant. This plant
presently treats 6.8 MGD to secondary standards using an activated sludge
system and discharges into the Santa Ana River. A planned expansion of
the system will provide a 9 MGD capacity. The plant is expected to require
upgrading to a tertiary treatment system to remove nitrites and nitrates in
the wastewater (Huffstutler, 1991).

The city of Colton also has its own wastewater treatment plant. It has a
capacity of 4.8 MGD and was expanded to a capacity of 5.8 MGD in 1992.
The average inflow is 5.4 MGD or 93 percent of current capacity.

Preclosure Reference. Norton AFB currently produces approximately

0.68 MGD of sanitary wastewater. This constitutes slightly over 1 percent
of the wastewater produced in the ROI. Table 3.2-6 provides wastewater
production for the years 1990 to 1994, based on forecasts for the ROI prior
to the closure announcement.

The base also produces approximately 0.25 million gallons (MG) per week of
industrial wastewater, which is pretreated on base then discharged into an
on-base evaporation pond.

Closure Baseline. Baseline wastewater flows in the ROI will decrease as the I
drawdown of personnel occurs to an average of 36.9 MGD by 1994. This
is approximately 2.7 percent lower than the extrapolated preclosure
SBRWTP projection for 1994 (see Table 3.2-6). It is anticipated that the I
base industrial wastewater treatment plant (IWTP) will be closed. An IWTP
closure plan has been prepared and submitted to U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Region IX and the state of California Department of I
Health Services (DHS). The closure plan requires the removal of all

structures and contamination.

3.2.4.3 Solid Waste

On-Base. Solid waste from Norton AFB is currently disposed in the Colton,
Mid-Valley, and San Timoteo Canyon landfills owned and operated by the

County of San Bernardino (see Figure 3.2-17). There are no active sanitary
landfills on base. There is a landfill in the northeast comer of the base that I
is no longer used. This facility is identified as an IRP site. Another former

landfill, also an IRP site, is located in the southeastern portion of the base
golf course. These sites are discussed in more detail in Section 3.3. Clean
construction debris is disposed in a vacant area at the west end of the base.

I
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3 Off-Base. The San Bernardino County facilities are designated as Class III
landfills, suitable for the disposal of nonhazardous and general municipal
waste. The Colton landfill, located approximately 10 miles southwest of the
base near the city of Colton, has a permitted area of 94 acres. An average
of 481,780 cubic yards per year of waste is disposed of at the Colton
landfill. In 1990, total remaining capacity was approximately
3,560,000 cubic yards, with an expected closure date of 1997, based on
present disposal rates at the site. The Mid-Valley landfill, located

approximately 14 miles west of the base near the city of Fontana, has a3 permitted area of 140 acres. An average of 514,800 cubic yards per year
are disposed of at this facility. Total remaining capacity was approximately
5,723,100 cubic yards in 1990, with an expected closure date of 2001,
based on present disposal rates. The San Timoteo landfill, located
approximately 7 miles southeast of the base near the city of Redlands, has a
permitted area of 114 acres. An average of 301,080 cubic yards per year is
disposed of at the San Timoteo site. Total remaining capacity was
approximately 9,529,200 cubic yards in 1990, with an expected closure
date of 2022 based on present disposal rates (San Bernardino County,
1990).

The Mid-Valley and San Timoteo landfills have expansion potential which is
being actively pursued by the county. For the Mid-Valley landfill, the county
indicates an expansion potential of 11,325,600 cubic yards, and the San
Timoteo landfill has an expansion potential of 17,763,720 cubic yards (San
Bernardino County, 1990). The county is presently encouraging
composting, source reduction, and recycling programs which are expected
to extend the life expectancy of the area's landfills as much as 5 to

3 10 years.

Because several county landfills in the ROI are nearing capacity, the San
Bernardino County Solid Waste Management District (SWMD) is considering
establishing transfer stations to facilitate the transfer of waste material to
larger landfills in the region. The county is also considering the possibility of

transferring waste to the desert regions, where current estimates indicate
there is adequate landfill capacity through the year 2030. The feasibility of
this approach is hindered by high costs of transporting the solid waste (San
Bernardino County Solid Waste Management Department, 1991).

The city of Redlands has it- .wn landfill, located across the Santa Ana
Wash from Norton AFB. It accepts about 70,000 cubic yards per year, and
has an expected closure date of 1993. The city has applied for a permit for

an upward lift, which would extend the life of the landfill another 20 years.
Solid waste from Norton AFB property would not be accepted at this
facility, which is for exclusive use of Redlands.

Preclosure Reference. Cal Disposal provides private solid waste hauling for
Norton AFB. The hauler collects an average annual total of approximately
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7,000 cubic yards per year from the base. Norton AFB contributes less thanr
1 percent of the total waste received at these landfills. Medical wastes
generated at Norton AFB are hauled off base by TCI Burning Service and
incinerated.

JP-4 (aviation) fuel transfer recovery volatiles are disposed of in two natural
gas fired Fuel Volatile Incinerators operated and maintained by base
personnel. Base contaminated site remedial efforts and hazardous materials
handling are discussed in Section 3.3.

Forecast solid waste generated in the ROI prior to consideration of base

closure is shown in Table 3.2-6. The base contributed approximately
1.5 percent of the total waste material entering the three county landfills in
1990.

Closure Baseline. Upon base closure, it is estimated that minimal levels of
solid waste associated with the maintenance of buildings and grounds will

be generated. There may be a slight, temporary increase in per-capita solid
waste generated due to remediation activities associated with closure, but

generally, the amount of solid waste will decrease during the base

drawdown. There are no plans to demolish any structures as part of base
closure. The waste material created after base closure would be less than
1 percent lower than the preclosure county projection for 1994 (see
Table 3.2-6).

3.2.4.4 Energy i

Electricity 3
On-Base. Norton AFB electricity is supplied by Southern California Edison
Company (SCE). The SCE line enters the base at E Substation, located at
Tippecanoe Avenue and Mill Street. The on-base electrical distribution I
system was originally installed at Norton AFB in the 1940s. It consists of
12 kilovolt (kV) overhead and 34.5 kV underground lines. The overall

system is in poor condition due to age. There are eight substations on base s
that feed electricity throughout the base. Three of the eight substations
have been rebuilt because they have experienced mechanical failure, and

one is out of service. A majority (75 percent) of the distribution cables on
base are lead/oil filled and asbestos wrapped, and are in poor condition.
Circuits 1 and 8 are relatively new neoprene cable (1.5 to 5 years old) and
are in good condition. According to Norton AFB civil engineering personnel, I
electrical energy demand during the summertime and peak usage hours
(a.m./p.m.) occasionally causes the system to overload.

Off-Base. The ROI is supplied by SCE's Inland District, which has a capacity
of 19,000 megawatts (MW). The district draws on the SCE northwest grid
system and the Pacific Intertie grid system from Oregon to supply electricity 3
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3 needs. The all-time peak demand experienced by the Inland District was
15,685 MW.

3 Preclosure Reference. For the past 5 years, the base has consumed

approximately 16.9 MW. Lockheed Corporation is leasing a hangar on base
and has installed an independent supply line and electrical system to the
building in lieu of tying into the base system.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) prepared a long-term forecast

(through 2009) of electricity demand within the entire SCE service area
(California Energy Commission, 1990). The forecast was used to obtain
average per-capita electricity demand for future years within the service
area. This factor was multiplied by the long-term forecast of population
within the ROI to obtain projected future electricity demand for the area.
Estimates for electrical energy demand in the ROI are depicted in
Table 3.2-6.

Closure Baseline. Electrical demands from Norton AFB will decrease by
160 MW by 1994. At closure, an estimated 6,400 MWH/day will be used
in the ROL. This represents a 2.4 percent reduction from preclosure
forecasts for the ROI (see Table 3.2-6).

I Natural Gas

On-Base. Southern California Gas Company (SCG) provides natural gas to
Norton AFB and the surrounding region. The on-base system receives
natural gas from SCG through seven meters at various locations along the
perimeter fence lines on Tippecanoe Avenue and Third Street (Mum, 1991).3] The original distribution system on base was installed in the 1940s and
consists of approximately 47,500 linear feet of steel pipe construction. The
system has no known leakage or corrosion problems.

Off-Base. In December 1990, SCG served a total of approximately
609,000 meters in the entire Inland Division, an increase of over 26,400
from December 1389 (582,000). SCG anticipates being able to continue
providing regional service with few limitations throughout the company's
approximately 7,900 miles of existing baseline in the Inland Division.

Preclosure Reference. SCG provides Norton AFB housing areas a yearly

average of over 186,000 therms. The main base required over 2,500,000
therms in 1990. In the past 5 years the base has consumed an average of
approximately 7,500 therms each day (Rum, 1991).

The CEC (1990) prepared a long-term forecast (through 2009) of natural gas
"I demand within the entire SCG service area. The forecast was used to

obtain an average per-capita natural gas demand for future years within the3 region's service area. This factor was multiplied by the long-term forecast
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of population within the ROI to obtain projected future natural gas demand 5
for the area. Table 3.2-6 shows estimated natural gas demand in the ROI.

Closure Baseline. At base closure, demand in the ROI would be 1.7 million
therms per day. Natural gas demands in the ROI would decrease by about
10,000 therms per day by 1994. This represents less than a 1 percent
change over preclosure projections (see Table 3.2-6). Short-term decreases i
in natural gas demand associated with Norton AFB closure would be rapidly

overcome by population increases.

Steam/Water Heating System i

On Base. Boilers on Norton AFB are used for space and water heating
systems. Up to the beginning of 1991 diesel oil was used to fuel these

boilers. Due to Southern California Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) regulations, these boilers are now fueled by natural gas. Boiler
burners need to be retrofitted to meet SCAQMD standards for nitrogen
oxides. Additional information on air quality can be found in Section 3.4 of
this document. 3
Buildings 675 and 697 have water heating boilers used for cleaning aircraft.
Buildings 249, 716, and 754 house steam heating system boilers. Building
249 services the AAVS area. These two boilers are in working condition
despite their age (over 20 years old). Building 716 houses four boilers
which provide steam to heat that area of the base not serviced by natural

gas furnaces. Three feeder/distribution lines emanate from this building. i
Building 754 is out of service due to mechanical problems. The
feeder/distribution (heat and condensate) lines range in size from 4 to

8 inches and are in extremely poor condition due to corrosion. Currently, a I
temporary system using smaller diameter pipes inserted into existing lines
aids in maintaining the integrity/usefulness of the system.

Closure Baseline. The steam/water heating system would cease to be used

at base closure.

3.3 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

Hazardous materials and hazardous waste management activities at Norton 3
AFB are governed by specific environmental regulations. For the purpose of

the analysis, the term hazardous waste or hazardous materials will mean
those substances defined as hazardous by the Comprehensive Environmental 3
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 USC 9601-9675,

and the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), 42 USC 6901-6992. In general,
this includes substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, or
physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present substantial

danger to public health or welfare or the environment when released into the 3
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environment. The state regulations, which must be at least as stringent as
the federal regulations, are outlined in the California Code of Regulations3 (CCR), Title 22, Section 30.

Hazardous materials transportation is regulated by the U.S. Department of
Transportation regulations within Chapter 49 of the CFR.

The ROI encompasses all geographic areas that are exposed to the
possibility of a release of hazardous materials or hazardous wastes. Specific3] areas affected by past and present hazardous materials and hazardous waste
operations are described in the following sections. IRP sites and the areas
they affect are located within the base boundary (Figure 3.3-1 ). However,
the ROI also includes an area of trichloroethylene (TCE) contaminated

groundwater plume beneath the central base area, which extends beyond
the southwest base boundary.

3.3.1 Hazardous Materials Management

Preclosure Reference. The most commonly used hazardous materials by the
Air Force at Norton AFB include aviation and motor fuels, various types of
petroleum products, hydraulic fluids, and solvents. These materials are
delivered to base supply (Building 542) and from there distributed to the
workplaces in which they are used with the exception of bulk or pipeline fuel
deliveries.

I Norton AFB has a Hazardous Waste Management Plan (U.S. Air Force,
1992a) which identifies responsibilities and procedures for managing
hazardous waste, used petroleum products, and PCBs. Norton AFB also has
an Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Prevention and Response Plan (U.S.
Air Force, 1991 c) which includes a detailed description of each facility that
houses a hazardous material and lists all hazardous materials on the
premises. The Spill Prevention and Response Plan also provides spill
prevention practices, site specific contingency plans in case of a spill, and
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for the hazardous materials stored on

base.

Closure Baseline. At base closure, the DMT will handle hazardous materials
in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations under 29 CFR require that all
parties protect their employees from potential occupational exposure to
hazardous materials and establish a hazard communication program. Under
Superfkid Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Tile III and Chapter
6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code (Title 19 CCR) for protecting3employees from occupational exposures and for protecting the public health
of the surrounding community from a release of a hazardous material, a
hazardous materials business plan will be filed with the San Bernardino
County Department of Environmental Health Services (DEHS).
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3 The DMT will be responsible for the safe storage and handling of all
hazardous materials used in conjunction with all base maintenance
operations, such as paint, paint thinner, solvents, pesticides, and
miscellaneous petroleum products associated with vehicle and machinery
maintenance. These materials will be shipped by the DMT in compliance
with the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (HMTA) under 49 CFR.
The DMT and regulatory authorities will have oversight to ensure compliance
with all applicable regulations.

33.3.2 Hazardous Waste Management

Preclosure Reference. Normal operations at Norton AFB currently produce
wastes defined as hazardous by RCRA, 40 CFR part 261-265, and CCR,
Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 30.

Hazardous wastes generated on base are collected in drums at designated
accumulation points which can store 55 gallons or more of hazardous waste
for up to 90 days and satellite accumulation points which can store up to
55 gallons of hazardous waste for 1 year under California regulations
(Table 3.3-1). Satellite accumulation points are usually located near
hazardous waste generating operations. When a satellite accumulation point
has accumulated 55 gallons of hazardous waste, the waste must be moved
to a designated accumulation point or disposed of appropriately.
Accumulation points are regularly inspected by the Base Environmental
Planning Branch to assure compliance with all RCRA regulations. Waste is
transferred from the accumulation points to the Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Office (DRMO) storage facility (Buildings 964 and 970) for
disposal. DRMO utilizes a permitted contractor for off-base disposal of
these wastes. The DRMO facility currently operates under an interim permit
(Part A application only) issued to the base by the DHS, which authorizes3 on-site hazardous waste storage for up to 1 year.

It is estimated that 35,000 gallons and 330,000 pounds of hazardous waste
were turned into the DRMO facility during the calendar year 1990. Major
waste categories include solvents; petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POLs);
paint wastes; fuel wastes; photochemical wastes; batteries; asbestos;3 PCBs; and wastes generated from site remediation.

The base hazardous waste management plan calls for all personnel who
manage or handle hazardous wastes to receive annual safety and
documentation protocol training. The base development and implementation
of Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Prevention and Response Plan
addresses all procedures and resources for preventing or remediating
hazardous material/waste spills (U.S. Air Force, 1990e).

Cl ,•ure Baseline. At the time of base closure, all hazardous waste
generated by base operations will have been collected from all accumulation
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Table 3.3-1. Hazardous Waste Accumulato Points and Satellite Accumulation Points 3

(as of May 5. 1901)

Facility No. Materials Stored 3
Accumulation Points*

245 Photographic wastes
248 Photoprocessing chemicals I
249 Waste oil
258 Segregated flammables and oxidizers
302 Waste oils
331 Waste oils I
407 Pesticides
414 Pesticides
427 Muristic acid
468 P0L products/sulfuric acid
514 Various substances
525 Photochemicals
548 Various substances

620 POL products
650 P0L products
705 Oils, MOGAS
719 Oils/antifreeze
749 Antifreeze/solvent
803 JP-4
804 JP-4
809 JP-4
823 JP-4
924 Pyrophoric liquid
938 Small flammables
939 Small flammables/hydraulic fluid
964 Various substance 1
970 PCB
976 Herbicides
2203 JP-4
2333 Contaminated JP-4
Gate 10 storage Waste oils/antifreeze

Satellite Accumulation Points"
341 P0L products I
675 POL products
726 JP-4
763 (5 different sites) P0L products

Photo-processing chemistry
Cadmium
Waste paints/sludge 3
JP-4

* Accumulation points can store 55 gallon. or more of hazardous waste up to 90 days.
Satellite accumulation points can store up to 55 gallons of hazardous waste for up to 1 year.

Source: U.S. Air Force, 1991a.
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I and satellite accumulation points, transferred to the DRMO storage facility,
and disposed of off site, in accordance with RCRA. These wastes will be
tracked to ensure proper identification, storage, transportation, and disposal.
Upon base closure all accumulation points and satellite accumulation points
will be closed. The ORMO storage facility will be relocated to March AFB
(approximately 20 miles south of Norton AFB) while the existing facility at

Norton AFB will undergo RCRA closure. A closure plan for the DRMO
facility has been submitted to U.S. EPA and DHS for approval. A closure
plan for the IWTP has also been submitted to U.S. EPA and DHS. The DMT

will be responsible for management of hazardous waste generated after
closure, as required by applicable regulations.

1 3.3.3 Installation Restoration Program Sites

The IRP is an Air Force program designed to identify, characterize, and

remediate environmental contamination on its installations. Although legally

acceptable at the time, procedures followed prior to the mid-1 970s for
managing and disposing of many wastes often resulted in contamination of

the environment. The IRP has established a process to evaluate past
disposal sites, control toe migration of contaminants, and control potential
hazards to human health and the environment. Section 211 of the SARA

codified the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP), of which
the Air Force IRP is a subset, gives DOD the authority to conduct its own
environmental restoration program; while Executive Order (EO) 12580
provides to DOD the President's delegated authority for conducting

remediation under CERCLA.

Prior to passage of SARA in 1986 and the establishment of the National

Contingency Plan (NCP) for hazardous waste sites, Air Force IRP procedures
followed DOD policy guidelines mirroring the U.S. EPA's Superfund program.
Since SARA was passed, most federal facilities have been placed on a

federal docket and the U.S. EPA has been evaluating the facilities' waste
sites for possible inclusion on the NPL. Norton AFB was listed on the NPL in

i July 1987 due to extensive on-base TCE groundwater contamination.

On March 13, 1990, the U.S. Air Force entered into an Interagency
Agreement, currently referred to as a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA),

with U.S. EPA Region IX and the state of California. The California DHS
was the designated single state agency responsible for the federal programs

carried out under this agreement. Authority now lies with the California
Environmental Protection Agency (California EPA), Department of Toxic
Substances Control IDTSC). This FFA stipulates that any corrective actions

under RCRA shall be considered and managed pursuant to CERCLA.
Objectives, responsibilities, procedures, and schedules for cleanup were

established in the FFA. A representation of the IRP management process
under CERCLA is shown in Figure 3.3-2.
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3 Ongoing activities at identified IRP sites may delay or limit some land uses at

or near those sites. Future land uses on a site-specific level may be, to a
certain extent, limited by the severity of contamination or level of
remediation effort at these IRP sites. Regulator review as required by the
FFA and the Air Force programs will also ensure any site-specific land use
limitations are identified and considered. The FFA and Air Force programs3will also ensure sufficient opportunity for public involvement in this
decisional process.

The original IRP was initiated prior to SARA and was divided into four
phases:

* Phase 1: Problem Identification and Records SearchI Phase 2: Problem Confirmation and Quantification
* Phase 3: Technology Base Development3 * Phase 4: Corrective Action.

After the passage of SARA in 1986, the IRP was realigned to incorporate
the terminology used by the U.S. EPA and to integrate the new
requirements in the NCP.

The Preliminary Assessment (PA) portion of the Preliminary Assessment/Site
Inspection (PA/SI) under the NCP is comparable to the original IRP Phase 1
and consists of a records search and interviews to determine whether
potential problems exist. A brief Site Investigation (SI) that may include soil
and water sampling is to be performed to give an initial characterization of,
or confirm the presence of, contamination at a potential site.

n The Remedial Investigation (RI) portion of the Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) is similar to the original Phase 2 and consists of
additional field work and evaluations in order to assess the nature and
extent of contamination. It includes a risk assessment and determines the
need for site remediation.

i The original Phase 4 has been replaced by the Feasibility Study (FS),
Remedial Desigii (RD), and Remedial Action (RA). The FS documents the
development, evaluation, and selection of remedial action alternatives to
clean up the site. The selected alternative is then designed (RD) and
implemented (RA). Long-term monitoring is often performed in association
with site remediation to assure future compliance with contaminant3standards or achievement of remediation goals.

The Phase 3 portion of the original IRP process is not included in the normal
SARA process. Technology Development (TD) under SARA is done under

separate processes including the Superfund Innovative Technology
Evaluation program. The Air Force has an active TD program in cooperation

I
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with the U.S. EPA to find solutions to problems common to Air Force 3
facilities.

The closure of Norton AFB will not affect the ongoing IRP activity. These 3
IRP activities will continue in accordance with federal, state, and local
regulations to protect human health and the environment, regardless of the

alternative chosen for the reuse. The FFA between the U.S. Air Force, U.S.
EPA Region IX, and state of California assures joint involvement in IRP. I
The FFA established a procedural framework and schedule or deadlines for
developing, implementing, and monitoring appropriate response actions at
Norton AFB in accordance with CERCLA and applicable state regulations.
The deadlines are binding on the Air Force subject to compliance by the

other FFA parties to the agreed review periods. The parties to the FFA may

request extensions for good cause, for example, identification of significant
new site conditions. Table 3.3-2 presents the IRP schedule as of March 22,

1993.

Table 3.3-2. Norton AFB FFA Schedule (as of March 22, 1993) 1
Final Deliverable Date

Document Name to FFA Members

Site Characterization Plan August 10, 1990
Site Characterization Plan Quality Assurance Project Plan September 11, 1990
Site Characterization Plan Field Sampling Plan/Groundwater September 11, 1990
Site Characterization Plan Field Sampling Plan/Trichloroethylene Source April 20, 1991
Trichloroethylene Source Addendum December 19,1991
Potential Receptor Study September 1 0 1990

(Draft)
Technical Screening Report January 15, .

Well Replacement December 19,1991
Groundwater Monitoring Plan February 19, 1993 I
CBA OU Remedial Investigation Study Final Pending Data

Validation

CBA OU Feasibility Study February 5, 1993
CBA OU Proposed Plan February 5, 1993
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan February 14, 1991

Quality Assurance Project Plan for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study March 20, 1991
Field Sampling Plan for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study March 20, 1991
CBA OU Record of Decision and Response Summary July 30, 1993
IRP Site OU (15 Sites) Remedial Investigation Risk Assessment March 18, 1993

IRP Site OU (15 Sites) Remedial Investigation Report March 18, 1993
IRP Site OU (15 Sites) Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan March 18, 1993
IRP Site OU (15 Sites) Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Record of December 31, 1993

Decision I
Basewide Records Search Report April 10, 1993
CBA OU - Central Base Area Operable Unit includes Site 9 and TCE groundwater contanination.
IRP Site OU (15 Sites) I installation Restoration Program Site Operable Unit and includes IRP Sites 1. 2, 5, 6. 7. 8, 10,

11, 13, 14, 15, 17. 18, 19, and 22.
Source: U.S. Air Force, 1991c.
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3 In addition to the mandates on the IRP, prior to the transfer of any property
at Norton AFB, the Air Force must also comply with the provisions of
CERCLA 1120. CERCLA § 120(h) specifically requires that, before federal
property can be transferred from federal ownership, the United States must
provide notice of specific hazardous substance activities on the property and
include in the deed a covenant warranting that "all remedial action
necessary to protect human health and the environment with respect to any
[hazardous) substance remaining on the property has been taken before the
date of such transfer." Furthermore, the covenant must also warrant that
"any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the date of such
transfer shall be conducted by the United States."

The combination of the requirements on the Air Force to complete the IRP3l for the contaminated sites on Norton AFB and provide the assurances
required by CERCLA § 120(h) for all properties transferred may delay parcel

transfer and/or conveyance and affect reuse. The Air Force is committed to
the Hentification, assessment, and remediation of the contamination from
hazardous substances at Norton AFB. This commitment will assure lie

protection of public health, as well as restoration of the environment.
Additionally, the Air Force will work aggressively with the regulatory
community to ensure that parcel transfer occurs at the earliest reasonable
date so as not to impede the economic redevelopment of the area throughI reuse of Norton AFB. Quantification of those delays based on the
conceptual plans for all redevelopment alternatives and what is currentlyU known at this stage of the IRP is not practical.

The public may keep abreast of the IRP at Norton AFB through various
sources of information (see Figure 3.3-2). Additionally, the IRP as mandatedIl by CERCLA and the NCP has a public participatory program much like the
one in the preparation of this EIS. The Air Force will, with the acceptance
of each RI/FS by the regulatory community, prepare a proposed plan for the
remediation of a site(s) which will include a discussion of alternatives
considered. The proposed plan will be distributed to the public for
comment; a public meeting will be held to discuss the proposed plan and
comments on the proposed plan will be accepted by the Air Force. The Air
Force will then respond to all comments making those responses part of a
public ROD on what the remediation will entail prior to any Remedial Action

I being taken.

Preclosure Reference. In June 1982 a Phase 1, Problem Identification/
Records Search was conducted at Norton AFB in an attempt to identify sites

of potential contamination and their potential for migration. Twenty sites
were identified, twelve of wHich were recommended for further examination

I during a Phase 2, Problem Confirmation Study. Subsequently an additional
three sites were determined to require Phase 2 studies, for a total of fifteen
sites.

N
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The Phase 2 Problem Confirmation Study was conducted in 1985. The 3
study was limited to the fifteen sites identified during Phase 1 as having a
high to moderate potential environmental hazard. Study results indicated
contamination at seven of the fifteen sites examined. Additional soil borings 1
were taken and groundwater monitoring wells installed during this phase atthose areas.

Quantification studies under Phase 2 were conducted in 1986, 1987, and
1988. Eleven sites were examined to further quantify contamination, while
the remaining seven sites were studied to confirm contamination. Several
areas of concern were idGntified, the most important being the TCE
groundwater contamination in the Central Base Area (CBA). All twenty sites
identified in the Phase 1 study, plus the additional two sites found during
the Phase 2 Quantification Study have undergone an RI/FS as the
terminology and procedure for waste remediation underwent change as
described above. 3
Closure Baseline. The closursi of Norton AFB will not affect the ongoing IRP
activity. These IRP activities will continue in accordance with federal, state,
and local regulations to protect human health and the environment,
regardless of the alternative chosen for the reuse. The DMT will oversee

the coordination of all IRP contractors and assure compliance with all
federal, state, and local regulations. Funding for the restoration activities at 1
closure installations was authorized by Congress in 1991 specifically for
that purpose. It is anticipated that future authorization acts will continue to
fund environmental restoration activities at closirng installations. The current I
schedule for future IRP activities is provided in Table 3.3-2.

3.3.3.1 IRP Site Descriptions. Twenty-two IRP sites have been identified at i
Norton AFB (see Figure 3.3-1) under the FFA for inclusion in the remediation
process. This section provides a brief descriptior of each site including a

gene 31 location, contaminants, site history, and current disposition of each I
site.

Site 1 - Industrial Waste Lagoons. Located south of South Perimeter Road I
and east of Golf Course Drive, these lagoons were used for the disposal of
liquid industrial wastes from 1950 to 1960. Chromates, organic solvents,
phenols, and waste oils are believed to have been disposed at these sites. 3
Upon discontinued use of the lagoons, they were backfilled and regraded.
Two golf course ponds currently exist at this site.

Site 2 - Landfill No. 2. Used for disposal of general refuse and industrial
wastes from 1958 until 1980, this site is located in the northeast corner of
the base. Industrial wastes include spent solvents, acids, refrigerants, paint 1
wastes, waste oil, and sludge from the IWTP. Evaluation of the exact size

and extent of contamination is currently underway.
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3 Site 3 - Waste Pit No. 2. During 1957 and 1958 this pit was used to

dispose of a variety of waste including possible waste oils, grease trap
residues, metals, and sludge from IRP Site 1. The pit is located under the
southern end of what is now the golf course clubhouse parking lot. The site
is subject to occasional flooding due to its proximity to the Santa Ana River.
The location of this site was not confirmed during the IRP Site RI.

Site 4 - Waste Pit No. 1. Believed to be used for disposal of drummed
waste during the mid-1 950s, this site is located in the northwest portion of
the golf course. An irrigation pond now occupies this area. The location of
this site was not confirmed during the IRP Site RI.

Site 5 - Fire Protection Training Area (FPTA) No. 1. This site is bound by
the Santa Ana Wash on the south and east, the pistol range on the west
and the perimeter road to the north. Fire control and abatement exercises
began at this site during the mid-1 950s and continued with varying
frequency through the 1970s. Various waste fuels, waste oils, spent
solvents, and JP-4 and JP-5 fuels were used at this site which did not

* provide for containment or collection of residual liquids.

Site 6 - Underground Waste Oil Storage Tank. This site, located in the
central base area, once served as an industrial park and housed six
underground storage tanks (USTs). These tanks were installed in the mid-
1940s and removed in 1982. These tanks were used to store waste fuels,
oil, hydraulic fluids, and spent solvents.

Site 7 - IWTP Sludge Drying Beds. These beds served the IWTP located in
the southwest portion of the base. This site consists of twelve unlined
beds. Sludge was occasionally removed and disposed of off site. In 1987,
the IWTP stopped using these sludge beds; the remaining sludge in the beds

* was removed.

Site 8 - PCB Spill Area. Located at the west end of the base, the spill was
cleaned up immediately. This site was used to store inactive transformers
and drums of PCB.

Site 9 - Electroplating Shop Spill Area No. 5. This site was the location of
the metal processing shop, which used electroplating batch tanks over an
earthen floor. The earthen floor has since been covered by concrete.

3 Site 10 - Landfill No. 1. This site is located along the south-central portion
of the base perimeter. Due to its proximity to the Santa Ana River, this site
is subject to occasional flooding. The landfill is believed to be 15 acres in
size (exact dimension unknown) and was used as a general refuse landfill
between 1943 and 1958. There is no documentation of industrial wastes
being disposed at this site.

N
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Site 11 - Fuel Sludge Drying Area. This site is located in the northeast 3
comer of the base adjacent to Landfill No. 2 (IRP Site 2). Between 1958
and the mid-1970s, sludge from jet fuel and aviation gas storage tanks and
grease traps was spread over this area. 3
Site 12 - Waste Pit No. 3. Chemical waste and other miscellaneous waste
was reported to have been disposed at this site. The dimensions of the pit
are unknown, but it is believed to be approximately 15 feet deep. The site
is believed to be located just west of the pistol range along the south-central
portion of the base. The location of this site was not confirmed during the
IRP Site RI.

Site 13 - IWTP Sludge Disposal Area. Between 1957 and 1966, the area
just south of the golf course was used to dispose of sludge generated by I
the IWTP. Sludge has since been removed and replaced with soil.

Site 14 - Waste Pit No. 4. This site consists of two 1 0-foot diameter pits, 1
each 10 feet deep. Waste paint, coatings, and thinners were the most
common wastes disposed at Site 14 from the 1940s through the 1960s and
diluted paint wash water from mid-1 960s to mid-1 980s. The north pit has
been backfilled with gravel, and both pits have recently been covered by
asphalt. The pits are located at the north end of the base maintenance
shops between Buildings 412 and 404.

Site 15 - Oil Spill Area (S-290 Tank). Located on the comer of 102nd and
"U6 streets, this site consists of a former 12,000-gallon UST which stored I
POL wastes. The tank was in isse for approximately 40 years as part of the
original base service station. I ,,e UST was removed in 1986-1987.

Site 16 - AAVS Evaporation Basins. Located in the northeast portion of the
base, this site consists of two basins constructed in 1971 and used to
evaporate two solutions: an ammonium sulfate waste and a sodium I
thiosulfate photographic solution. Each basin was constructed with an
asphaltic/concrete lining.

Site 17 - Drummed Waste Storage Area/Waste Fuel and Solvent Sumps. A
portion of this site consists of two cement cells lined with brick. The cells
were originally constructed for a chemical waste burn site (state regulations 3
prohibited their use in 1961) and later converted to sumps used to contain
skimming of bulk waste fuels from the IWTP and operated as an oil-water
separator. Site 17 is located in the southwest corner of the base. 3
Site 18 - Aviation Gas Spill Area. Waste fuels and oils may have been
spilled during aircraft maintenance activities in this area. Currently two
55,000-gallon aviation gas aboveground storage tanks occupy the area
immediately to the north of this site which is located in the north-central
portion of the base.
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Site 19 - Waste Drum Storage Area No. 1. Located just south of the main
hangar, this site was operated from 1943 to 1960. Electroplating and
corrosion control operations are believed to have generated the majority of3 the waste stored at this site.

Site 20 - Low-Level Radioactive Waste Burial Site. Exact location of this
site is unknown but believed to be in close proximity to the IWTP. During
the 1960s radium paint was used on aircraft instrument dials; the low-level
radioactive wastes from this use are thought to have been placed in a

concrete containers and buried. A future survey will determine the
existence and exact location of this site.

Site 21 - Underground Ferricyanide Tank. Located next to the AAVS in the

northeast portion of the base, this metal sump was used to collect
ferricyanide waste generated in a former motion picture laboratory.

I Site 22 - IWTP Discharge Ditch and Outfall Area. Located in the southwest

portion of the base, this site was identified as a potential contaminant
source during the stage 2 investigations. This site was the location of an
historic IWTP discharge ditch from 1960 to 1987. Treated water was
discharged and collected in the outfall area, eventually draining into the

I Santa Ana Wash.

In the fall of 1990 a study was conducted to determine the type and nature

of radionuclides found in groundwater from certain wells near the base. The
study showed that no man-made radionuclides were present in test wells
and that isotopes were of a natural origin.

3 An additional basewide records search was performed in the latter part of

1992. This records search resulted in the identification of approximately 60
areas of concern (Table 3.3-3), which may require additional investigations

to determine if contamination exists at these areas.

3.3.3.2 Operable Unit Description. Designation as an operable unit (OU)Iallows sites with similar contaminants or sources, adjacent locations, or
other similar characteristics to be grouped together to enable separate or
accelerated remediation activities. In 1990, the CBA groundwater TCE3plume and sources of the plume were identified as an OU. The CBA OU has
now been defined as consisting of the TCE-contaminated groundwater
plume and four source areas along 7th Street: the Monitoring Well 90 area3 (Passenger Terminal), Building 658, Building 763, and IRP Site 9
(electroplating shop). IRP Site 9 is in Building 763 but is considered a
separate source. A CBA OU RI report and the FS report were finalized in
February 1993. The CBA OU Proposed Plan (PP) was issued for public

comment on February 16, 1993. A pilot scale groundwater pump and treat

system is currently in place and will determine the feasibility of such a

N
3 Norton AFB Disposl rand ReuseFES36

IFI 36



U

Table 3.3-3. Areas of Concerns Identified during 1992 Bnewilde Records Search U
Page 1 of 3

Location Area General Description (Summary)

Building 109 CBA Former Air Force Exchange Service Station (1950s; included a
wash rack and USTs)

Building 169 CBA Former service station containing gasoline and waste oil USTs
(1960s/1 970s)

Building 292 NBA Former paint, oil, and lubricant storage facility (1940s-1960s)

Building 295 NBA Former automotive repair and wash rack facility (1 940so1 960s)

Building 301 NBA Equipment and vehicle washing facility, formerly a paint
spraying facility, includes wash drains and a separator, and a
dosing chamber

Building 302 NBA Aircraft and vehicle maintenance; also hobby, printing, and
woodworking shops. Oldest building on base

Building 308 NBA Maintenance shop 01960s), and a paint spray booth (1970s,
1980s)

Building 313 NBA Automotive Maintenance facility (1 960s to present). Wastes
may have been disposed of onto asphalt

Building 320 NBA Grease inspection rack (1950s-1960s)
Building 330 NBA Auto body and paint shop (1970s to the present). Wastes were I

reportedly disposed of on the ground outside of the building

Buildings 332, 333, 337, 341 NBA Aircraft and automotive maintenance facilities (1 940s to
present). Includes 2 maintenance hangars, a washing facility,
oil/water separator, and USTs I

Building 336 NBA Former vehicle washing facility (1 970s-1 980s). Facility
contained a sand/grease trap

Building 338 NBA Battery repair shop until 1991 3
Building 344 NBA Former dry cleaning facility (1 960s-1 970s[?])
Building 345 NBA Civilian vehicle washing facility (1 980s to present). Contains

wash drains and a sand/grease trap

Building 403 CBA Carpenter and paint shop (1 940s to present)
Building 404 CBA Storage shed for paints, oils, and lubricant. Adjacent to the site

14 waste pits (1 950s to present)

Building 405/408 CBA Former motor pool shed and gas storage facility (UST) (1 950s-
1960s)

Building 412 CBA Storage facility for paints and other materials from the 1940s to
present I

Buildings 432, 435, 440, 441, CBA Former automotive maintenance and washing facilities (1940s
450, 451 to 1960s/1970s). Included garages, service stations, washing

facilities, grease inspection racks, USTs

Building 505 CBA Chemical warehouse depot in the 1940s

Building 514 CBA Chemical storage warehouse (inside and outside) from the
1940s to the present

Building 575 CBA Former paint, oil, and lubricant storage facility (1940s-1950s)
Note": AGE = Aemepwo GOu-d Equilment

CA c Central BS Area
OCA = Golf Comam Am

IMITP Inductaw W~tewowm Treaumen FW*n
NBA Northaat Sawe Ame
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Table 3.3-3. Areas of Concerns Identified during 1992 Basewide Records Search
Page 2 of 3

Location Area General Description (Summary)
Building 576/578 CBA Former automotive repair shop and wash rack facility (1943-

1960s/1 970s)
Building 620 CBA Civilian Service Station (1972 to present). Includes USTs,

separator, and washing facility (sand/grease trap)
Building 635 CBA Chemical and salvage warehouse (1942-1968). and automotive

maintenance facility (1968-1990). Building contained as waste
pit and sump; Drum Storage Area No. 2 was adjacent to the
building (1942-1958)

Building 638 CBA Radio electronics, and armament repair facility (1 940s to
present)

Building 655 CBA Aircraft reclamation facility and repair shop (1940s-1960s). The
facility was connected to the industrial waste facility and had
two sumps

Building 658 CBA Equipment and engineering facility (1942-1 960s) and a printing
and reproduction facility. Facility contained a waste collection
system and an equipment wash rack

Building 669 CBA Former paint, oil, and dope storage shed (1942-1960s)
Building 670 CBA Former AGE facility (1942-1970s/1 980s)
Building 671,672, 674 CBA Current aircraft washing facility (1960s to the present).

Includes wash drains, former USTs, etc.
Building 675 CBA Current AGE facility and fueling station. Facility contains wash

drain, separator, waste line, and USTs (1 980s to present)
Building 678 CBA Former armament repair facility (1943-1960s)
Building 680 CBA Current Fire Station, containing an oil/water separator and UST

(1 980s to present)
Building 694 CBA Former fire and crash truck station (1944-1 980s)
Building 695 CBA Maintenance fuels hangar (1 940s to the present). The facility

contains a waste collection system, oil/water separator, and
USTs

Building 701 CBA Precision measurement equipment laboratory (1963 to present),
Iprior function-armament adrepair facility

Building 705 CBA Engine processing facility (1940s-1960s) and motor pool repair
(1 960s to present). Facility contained USTs, oil/water
separator, wash drains, and waste collection systemI Building 707 CBA Rubber reclamation and repair facility (1944 to 1 960s) and
printing and reproduction shop (1 950s to 1980s)

Building 723 CBA Engine testing facility (1942 to 1980s), removed 1980s.
Connected to underground fuel and waste lines

Building 726 CBA Engine testing facility (1 950s to present). Facility contains
USTs, sumps, waste pits, and fuel lines

Building 730 CBA Former accessories overhaul building (1950s-1 960s). Solvent
storage area adjacent or near this facility

PNltee. AGE = Amece Ground Equipment
CSA = Central Ur Ares
OCA , Golf Cotue Ana
WTP - Ilndugtb Waatewater Treeent
NSA Northwat aeee Area
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Table 3.3-3. Ares of Concerns Identified during 1992 Besewide Records Search 1
Page 3 of 3

Location Area General Description (Summary)
Building 736 CBA Former hazardous test and fuels facility (1 950s-1 960s).

Currently a plastics, electronics, and battery shop. Facility
contained USTs, fuel and solvent collection system, and an
industrial waste sump and disposal lines

Building 741 CBA Former dry cleaning plant and electronics overhaul facility I(1940s-1960s/1970s)

Building 743/744 CBA Former phenol plant and pretreatment facility (1 950s-1 960s).
Facility included clarifiers, wet well, batch treatment tanks, lift
station, waste lines, and waste (drum) accumulation point

Building 747 CBA Former engine overhaul and repair facility (1942-1 960s).
Facility contained USTs, waste collection pits, sump, trenches
and drains, intercepting chambers, industrial waste lines, etc.
Primary repair facility at Norton AFB during the 1940s, 1950s,
and early 1960s

Building 749 CBA Former engine overhaul and repair facility (1940s- I960sI
Facility contained USTs, sump, waste pits, industrial wa.• and
fuel lines

Building 752 CBA Equipment repair facility (1940s-1980s). Facility contaired the
luminous dial painting shop where low-level radioactive waste
was generated f

Building 755 CBA Former blacksmith and foundry shop (I1940s- 1960s). Plating

operations were performed at this facility
Building 795 CBA Aircraft maintenance hangar from 1942 to the present.

Contains a waste collection system (similar to Building 655)
Building 820 CBA This facility contains an oil/water saparator connected to a

waste fuel UST
Building 825 CBA This facility contains an oil/water separator (2 years old) I

connected to a 5,000-gallons waste fuel tank
Building 922, 942, 945 CBA Titan missile repair facility for Air Logistic Command (1968 to

present). No drains or reported spills; small use of chemicals
Aerospace Audiovisual Services The AAVS facility area has been used as a radar installation and U
(AAVS) as an audiovisual services facility. The facility contains USTs, a

hazardous storage shed (with sumps), a waste collection
system, and a waste treatment plant. Portions of the AAVS
IWTP have been investigation as IRP sites (sites 16 and 21) I

Refuse Dump Area CBA At the west end of 'C' Street exists a dump area for refuse. It
is unknown what has been disposed of here

"C" storm Drain Outfall Area CBA The "C' Street storm drain outfall area is the end point for the
storm drain collection system in the CBA and parts of the I
f light/line area

Golf Course Storm Drain Outfall CBA The golf course storm drain outfall area is the end point for part
Area of the flightline storm drain collection system
GCA Pesticide, Herbicide, and IWTP Pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides have been stored and
Fungicide Program mixed in the IWTP for years. There have reportedly been spills

related to mixing and storage of these materials in the IWTP
compound

Current Firing Training Facility NBA The NBA fire training facility was constructed in 1980 and
contains exercise area, UST, and an oil/water separator

Current Pistol Firing Range CBA The pistol range has been in operation since the 1960s
Notes: AGE = Aerospace Ground Equipment

CBA = Central Bae Area
OCA Goof Cotme Area
IWTP = Industriul Weatewater Treatment PhatM
NSA , Northeaet Sea Area

Source. COM FPC, 1993
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system to remediate the elevated concentrations (100 to 500 parts per
billion) of TCE found beneath the CBA.

3 In June 1991, an RI was initiated for 21 of the 22 sites. IRP Site 8 (PCB
spill site) did not require additional investigation since it had been subject to
an early removal action. Four of the IRP site locations were not confirmed
during the RI either because of the absence of contamination at the site, the
removal of the site contaminants, or errors in the early records report.
Norton AFB will continue to investigate three of these sites (IRP Site 3, 4,
12) as part of a new OU. IRP Site 20, which was identified in the original
1982 Records Search on suspected low-level radioactive waste burial site
based on verbal reports, was not found. This site will be addressed as part
of a basewide investigation into possible low-level radioactive
contamination. IRP Site 9 has been transferred to the CBA OU. Two IRP
sites (Site 16, AAVS Evaporation Basins, and Site 21, AAVS Underground
Ferricyanide Tank) may be closed as part of the closure of the AAVS facility
or included in a new OU.

The IRP Site RI and FS reports address the remaining 15 IRP sites including
Site 8, the PCB spill site. Remedial action is being proposed for nine of the
IRP sites (1, 2, 5, 6, 10, 13, 14, 19, 22) and no further action is being3 recommended for six of the IRP sites (7, 8, 11, 15, 17, 18).

A new OU is being proposed to address the sites not found in previous
investigations and the new areas of concern identified during the recent
basewide records search. A work plan will be prepared to describe the
areas to be investigated and the methods to be used. The work plan will be3- reviewed by U.S. EPA and California EPA prior to implementation.

Further information on IRP activities at Norton AFB is available for public
review at the Norman Feldheym Central Ubrary in San Bernardino,

California. A bibliography of this data available is included as Appendix L.

3 3.3.4 Storage Tanks

USTs are subject to federal regulations of RCRA, 40 CFR part 280. These
regulations were mandated by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments

of 1984. The state of California has adopted regulations under Title 23,
Chapter 3 of the CCR. California regulations are more stringent than the
*ederal regulations and require secondary containment on both the tank and
piping systems installed after January 1, 1984. San Bernardino County
DEHS administers the state regulations for USTs at Norton AFB.

3 Aboveground storage tanks are regulated under California Health and Safety

Code Division 20, Section 6.67, the Uniform Fire Code, and the National
Fire Protection Association regulations, and are enforced by the base Fire

3 Department.
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Preclosure Reference. USTs at Norton AFB are currently removed as they
are deactivated; temporary tank closure which is allowable by law is not
being exercised by base environmental personnel. In 1991, the base
operated under a waiver obtained from DEHS which allows the base to
postpone compliance with leak detection, spill and overspill prevention, and
cathodic protection until 1998. Norton AFB presently has 78 USTs: 58
active (Table 3.3-4) and 20 inactive (Table 3.3-5). 3
The locations of a number of USTs previously removed have not yet
undergone a complete investigation for identifying contamination. If
contamination is found after further investigation, these locations will be
remediated in accordance with applicable regulations.

Forty-four aboveground storage tanks existed at Norton AFB in 1991 3
(Table 3.3-6). The two largest tanks (each of a 2,31 0,000-gallon capacity)
store JP-4 jet fuel and are maintained by the Fuels Management Group.
These bulk storage tanks are supplied by an off-base CAL-NEV pipeline and
located adjacent to the liquid fuel pump station and associated USTs which
supply the flightline fuel distribution system. i

Closure Baseline. All USTs at the base that do not meet current regulations
will be deactivated and removed. The USTs and pumphouses associated
with the fuel hydrant system will be removed and the distribution lines will
be tied in directly to the aboveground storage tanks. Any aboveground
storage tanks will be administered by the San Bernardino City Fire
Department under Article 79 (Storage of Flammable Liquids) of the Uniform I
Fire Code.

3.3.5 Asbestos U
Asbestos is regulated by the U.S. EPA, OSHA, and California EPA.
Asbestos emissions into ambient air are controlled according to Section 112
of the Clean Air Act (CAA), which establishes the National Emissions
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). NESHAP regulates the
demolition or renovation of buildings with asbestos-containing material
(ACM). The Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA) addresses
the management of asbestos in schools from kindergarten through grade 12.

Friable asbestos material is any material containing more than 1 percent
asbestos that, when dry, can be crumbled, pulverized, or reduced to powder
by hand pressure. Asbestos fibers can be emitted from various ACM. ACM 3
is commonly found in pipe and boiler wrap, acoustic ceilings, and other
sound-proofing and insulating materials. U.S. EPA has a policy that
addresses leaving asbestos that does not pose a risk in place and not 3
disturbing the material.

3
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Table 3.3-4. Inventory of Active USTs (N of Novembw 1991)
Location No. of Capacity Date of

5(Facility No.) Tanks (gallons) Contents Instasation

100 1 550 Dieasel oil No. 2 1967

249 1 30,000 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

I 333 1 550 Waste oil 1943

427 1 10,000 Diesel oil No. 2 1966

3 620 1 550 Waste oil 1974

620 5 10,000 Regular/regular unleaded/super unleaded gasoline 1974

650 2 25,000 Regular unleaded gasoline 1984I
650 1 25,000 Diesel fuel No. 2 Unk

675 1 10,000 Regular unleaded gasoline 1942

675 1 2,000 JP-4 1960

675 2 12,000 Diesel oil No. 2 1980

680 2 550 Waste oil 1986

716 2 25,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1954

716 3 50,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1954

726 1 500 Waste fuel 1951

795 1 750 Diesel fuel No. 2 1963

803 1 2,000 Waste fuel 1967

803 6 50,000 JP-4 1967

804 1 2,000 Waste fuel 1969

804 8 50,000 JP-4 1969

805 1 2,000 JP-4 1971

809 1 2,000 Waste fuel 1969

809 8 50,000 JP-4 1969

809 1 Unk JP-4 Unk

818 1 2,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1982

819 1 1,000 Waste fuel 1983

S820 1 281 Waste fuel 1970

823 1 5,000 Waste fuel 1971

2333 1 10,000 JP-4 1982

Total 58

Unk - unknown

Source: U.S. Air Force. 1991c.
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Table 3.3-5. Inventory of Inactive USTs (as of November 1991) 3

Location No. of Capacity Date of
(Facility No.) Tanks (gallons) Contents Installation

S-6 1 350 Heating fuel No. 2 1943 I
228 1 8,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1950
249 1 550 Waste oil 1964
249 2 30,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1960
468 2 10,000 Diesel oil No. 2 1966
694 1 1,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1943
695 1 1,000 Waste oil Unknown
697 2 10,000 Heating fuel No. 2 1957
757 2 500 Waste oil/not used Unknown
763 1 1,000 Waste oil Unknown
763 1 1,000 Aviation fuel Unknown I
794 1 500 Not used 1987
811 1 500 Diesel oil No. 2 1954
844 1 1,000 Diesel oil No. 2 1954
863 1 300 Diesel oil No. 2 1963
984 2 550 Heating fuel No. 2 1950

3101 1 550 Diesel oil No. 2 1962
Total 20

Source: U.S. Air Force, 1991c. I
Preclosure Reference. The current Air Force practice is to remove or abate
asbestos in active facilities only when it poses a threat of release from
friable ACM.

An asbestos survey has been completed for all facilities scheduled for
disposal. The survey identified, sampled, and documented the presence of 3
ACM, performed an exposure assessment, ranked hazards, and developed
recommendations for control and/or abatement. Current base practice
adheres to Air Force policy which calls for removal or management of ACM 3
which poses a threat of release.

Closure Baseline. The Air Force policy on the management of asbestos for
base closures can be found in Appendix F. i
3.3.6 Pesticide Usage 3
The federal regulations that control the use of pesticides are contained
within the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act IFIFRA),
40 CFR 162, 165, 166, 170 and 171. Implementation of the Federal I
regulations by the state fall under the CCR Title 3, Chapter 4.

Preclosure Reference. The Norton AFB Pest Management Program is I
conducted in accordance with DOD guidelines. The Air Mobility Command's
(AMC) Entomologist provides professional oversight for the Norton AFB 3
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Table 3.34. Inventory of Aboveground Storage Tanks (as of November 1991)
Location No. of Capacity Date of

(Facility No.) Tanks (gallons) Contents Installation

187 1 500 Diesel fuel No. 2 1982

233 1 275 Heating fuel No. 2 1943

289 1 55 Regular gasoline Unk

407 2 300 Gasoline(s) 1990

471 2 55 Gasoline Unk

477 1 120 Diesel fuel No. 2 Unk

545 3 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

548 2 275 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

548 2 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

558 7 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

657 1 275 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

671 1 5,000 Solvents Unk

705 1 2,000 Regular unleaded gasoline 1981

726 1 2,500 JP-4 1951

795 1 150 Diesel fuel No. 2 Unk

811 1 120 Diesel fuel No. 2 1990

830 1 285 Diesel fuel No. 2 1991

844 1 120 Diesel fuel No. 2 1991

863 1 120 Diesel fuel. 2 1991

935 1 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

942 1 275 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

948 6 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

965 1 55 Heating fuel No. 2 Unk

1264 1 28,000 Waste fuel 1985

1264 1 300 Diesel fuel No. 2 1990
3101 1 55 Diesel fuel No. 2 1990

55001 1 2,310,000 JP-4 1970

55002 1 2,310,000 JP-4 1987

Total 44

Unk - Unknown
Source: U.S. Air Force, 1991o.
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3
program through biennial on-site pest management reviews, annual 3
approvals of base pesticide products listed in the Pest Management Plan,
and quarterly reviews of actual pesticide use. The base pest management
program is conducted under the day-to-day supervision of DOD-certified 3
pesticide applicators (U.S. Air Force, 1990e). Table 3.3-7 provides an
inventory of pesticides in use at Norton AFB in 1991. Pesticides are stored
at the base entomology shop (Building 414) and golf course (Building 814) 3
and are purchased, as needed, every 3 months; thus, the quantity on hand
at any one time is relatively small.

The golf course is the only base operation which utilizes pesticides. The
base Land Management Plan emphasizes use of biological and cultural
controls with chemical controls to be used as a last resort. 3
Closure Baseline. At the time of closure, pesticides will continue to be
utilized for pest management and grounds maintenance. The DMT will
ensure that contractors applying these chemicals are qualified to carry out
such activities.

3.3.7 Polychlorinated Biphenyls I

Commercial PCBs are industrial compounds produced by chlorination of
biphenyls. PCBs persist in the environment, accumulate in organisms, and
concentrate in the food chain. PCBs are used in electrical equipment,
primarily in capacitors and transformers, because they are electrically
nonconductive and stable at high temperatures.

The disposal of these compounds is regulated under the federal Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA), which banned the manufacture and U
distribution of PCBs with the exception of PCBs used in enclosed systems.

PCB equipment contains 500 parts per million (ppm) PCBs or more, whereas 3
PCB-contaminated equipment contains PCB concentrations 50 ppm or
greater but less than 500 ppm, and PCB items contain from 5 to 49 ppm
PCBs. The U.S. EPA regulates the removal and disposal of all sources of I
PCBs containing 50 ppm or more; the regulations are more stringent for PCB
equipment than for PCB-contaminated equipment. The state regulates the
disposition of PCB items.

California regulations under Title 22, Chapter 30 of the CCRs are more
stringent than the federal TSCA regulations. Additional state regulations are 3
found in the California Health and Safety Code, Chapter 6.5. Within
California, fluids containing 5 ppm PCBs or more are regulated as a
hazardous waste. 3
Preclosure Reference. Table 3.3-8 provides an inventory of transformers
with 50 ppm or more PCBs. These are planned to be replaced with PCB- 3

3-78 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
I



3 Table 3.3-7. Pesticides In Use at Norton AF3 (as of September 9, 19913

Storage Location
Chemical Name Trade Name (Facility No.)ISimazine Simazine SOW Her 414
Cyfluthrin Tempa 20OWP 414
Pyrethrins; Uld SP-1 00 nsec 414IP~rethrins Uld OP-300 lnsec 414

Propxur hitmre P 250414
Diazinon Whitmire PT 260 414
Chioropyrif os Whitmire PT 270 414
D-Phenotnrin Whitmire PT 515 414
Strychnine 0.35% Strychnine 414
Propoxur Baygon 2% Baitl1 414
Hydramethylnon Combat roach con 414
D-Phenothrin D-Phenothrin 2% 414
Diazinon D.Z.N. Diazinon 414
Phostoxin Degeach Phostoxi 414
Chioropyrifos Dow Dursban L.0. 414

Chioropyrifos Dursban 4E Insec 414
Chloropyrifos Dursban 2.0 814
C'hloropyrifos Division Scotts Granular 814
Diphacinone Eaton's AII-Weat 414
Bendiocarb Ficam W 4143Methomyl Flytek Fly Bait 414
Bromadiolone Maki Paraffinize 414
Thiophonate Scotts Control Fungicide 81432.4-Dichiorophenoxyacetic Acid Scotts Fertilizer Plus Fungicide 814
Metolaxyl Scotts Pythium Control 814
Etridiazole Kobon 30 8143Oryzalin Blanco Surfian AS 814
Pendimethalin Scotts Fertilizer and pre-mergent 814
Pentechloronitrobenzene (PCNS) Scotts FF2 814UChioroneb Scotts Fertilizer Plus Fungicide 2 814
Beylorton Scotts Fertilizer Plus Fungicide 7 814
Bensulfide (Betoson) Scotts weed gross prevention 814

Rubigan DOW/Elanco 814
Chioroftalonil Daconil-27,28 Fungicide 814
Melt uidide 3-M Embark Growth 8143Glyphosate Monsanto Aquatic Herbicide 814
Glyphosate Monsanto Round-Up 814/414
Dicamba KOG Weed Control 814I2,4-Dichiorophenoxyacetic Acid Trimack Turf Herbicide 814
Oust (sufometvron) Dupont Oust Herb 4143 Source: U.S. Air Force, 1991 c.
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Table 3.3-8. Transformers Containbig 50 ppm or More PCI. Is of May 5, 1991) 3
Location Trade Name Rating (IkVAl Gallons Comments
P-105 South Bend RCOC 10 Retrofill
248WS General Elec 500 110 Retrofill I
P-1201 ITE 1,500 500 Retrofill
E-Sub General Elec OCB 265 RetrofllI
C-Sub General Elec OCB 16 Retroflll I
D-Sub Westinghouse 5,000 600 Retrofifl
P-754 General Elec 750 354 Retrofill
G-Sub General Elec 7,500 650 Retrofill I
B-Sub General Elec 2,875 500 Retrofill
P-108 General Elec 50 39 Replacement
P-103 General Elec 50 39 Replacement
P- 18 Westinghouse 150 80 Replacement
P-108 Westinghouse 112.5 75 Replacement
P-2-24 General Elec 75 50 Replacement I
V-303 General Elec 75 50 Replacement

V-402 General Elec 3 5 Replacement
V-301 General Elec 3 5 Replacement I
P-102 Larkin 50 40 Replacement
P-101 General Elec 75 50 Replacement
P-209 Esco 25 16 Replacement
P-202 General Elec 25 16 Replacement

P-203 General Elec 25 18 Replacement
P-809 Wagner 100 53 Replacement
P-703 Larkin (3) 39 Replacement
P-701 General Elec 50 50 Replacement
P-701 General Elec 50 39 Replacement 3
P-807 General Elec 75 50 Replacement
P-81 0 Niagara 100 55 Replacement
P-810 Niagara 100 55 Replacement 3
P-21 0 Sierra 250 160 Replacement
2P-212 Westinghouse 255 160 Replacement

(3) I
P-910 Westinghouse 86 Replacement
P-129 Westinghouse 300 170 Replacement
P-822 Sierra (3) 86 Replacement Il
P-802 General Elec (3) 3/37.5 21 Replacement

kVA m kilovolt amperes
P - polo mount
V ,vult
RCOC - Remote control oil capacitor

OCB , Oil circuit breaker
13) , Number of transformers 3
Source: U.S. Air Force. 1991c.
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3 free equipment or retrofilled (PCB-contaminated oil replaced by PCB free oil)
to bring the PCB concentration below 50 ppm by the end of fiscal year
1992. PCB-contaminated transformers awaiting disposal were stored in3Building 970, which is managed by DRMO.

Closure Baseline. At the time of base closure, there will be approximately
65 transformers and other pieces of equipment containing greater than
5 ppm but less than 50 ppm PCBs on base. These will be regulated under

California law.

I 3.3.8 Radon

Radon is a colorless and odorless radioactive gas that is produced by
radioactive decay of naturally occurring uranium to radium. Radium, of
which radon gas is a by-product, is found in high concentration in rocks

containing uranium, granite, shale, phosphate, and pitchblende.
Atmospheric radon is diluted to insignificant concentrations. Radon that is
present in soil, however, can enter a building through small spaces and
openings, accumulating in enclosed areas, such as basements. The cancer
risk caused by exposure, through the inhalation of radon, is currently a topic
of concern.

I There are no federal or state standards regulating radon exposure at the
present time. Air Force policy requires implementation of the Air Force
Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program (RAMP) to determine levels ofI- radon exposure of military personnel and their dependents. The U.S. EPA
has made testing recommendations for both residential structures and

schools. For residential structures, using a 2- to 7-day charcoal canister
test, a level between 4 and 20 picocuries per liter (pCi/I) should lead to
additional screening within a few years. For levels of 20 to 200 pCifl,
additional confirmation sampling should be accomplished within a few
months. If there is an excess of 200 pCi/I, the structure should be
immediately evacuated. Schools are to use a 2-day charcoal canister;
readings of 4 to 20 pCi/I require a 9-month school year survey.

Preclosure Reference. With the development of the RAMP, the Air Force

conducted initial screen surveys to identify the probability of elevated indoor
radon concentrations in habitable structures on all Air Force installations.

Results of the initial screen survey would then place each installation into
one of three probability categories: "Low," "Medium," or wHigh.w The initial
screen survey at Norton AFB was conducted in May 1988 by the base
Bioenvironmental Engineering Group. The survey consisted of 26 samples
taken from military housing units and the old child care center. All samples
resulted in radon levels below the U.S. EPA's recommended mitigation level

of 4 pCi/1, and placed Norton AFB in the category of low probability.

Therefore, no detailed assessment survey is needed and mitigation activities
are not necessary or advised. (Ecology and Environment, Inc., 1989.)
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U
Closure Baseline. Based on radon survey results, no mitigation actions are m
necessary at Norton AFB.

3.3.9 Medical/Blohesardous Waste

Current federal regulations do not provide for the specific regulation of
medical wastes; the state regulates medical waste under the Medical Waste
Management Act, Chapter 6.1 of the California Health and Safety code.
The act provides for treatment of such wastes prior to disposal by all
generators of medical wastes regardless of the amount generated. Article 9
of this act details the approved treatment methods briefly described below:

"Incineration in a controlled-air multi-chambered incinerator which
provides complete combustion of the waste to carbonized or
mineralized ash, rendering infectious waste, noninfectious and
disposable as nonhazardous waste

" Discharge to the sewage system if the waste is liquid or
semiliquid

"* Sterilization by heating in a steam sterilizer (autoclave) I
"* Other sterilization techniques approved by the DHS, which result

in the destruction of pathogenic organisms. I
All medical/biohazardous waste disposal math. i fall under state regulations
but are administered by the San Bernardino County DEHS.

Preclosure Reference. Norton AFB operates a clinic which provides only
out-patient care to active military and their dependents, as well as retirees I
and their dependents. In 1991, the clinic produced approximately 200 to

300 pounds of medical/biohazardous waste per month. The waste is
collected weekly by a permitted contractor and disposed off base. Waste 3
generation will decline with the approach of base closure as patient groups
are phased out, beginning with retiree dependents, until only active military
personnel will be treated at the time of closure. The clinic does not
dispense any chemotherapeutic drugs or engage in radiation treatment

activities. A small amount of medical/iiohazardous waste is generated by
the on-base veterinary clinic; this amount is included as part of the monthly
total and disposed of by the same contractor.

Medical and dental x-ray operations, as well as other on-base x-ray and

photographic operations, produce photochemical wastes and utilize silver I
recovery units. The silver recovery units treat photochemical wastes prior
to discharge to the local sewage system.

Closure Baseline. At closure, the clinic will be inactive and no
medical/biohazardous wastes will be generated at the time of base closure.
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3 Existing medical/biohazardous wastes will be property disposed. ANl

photochemicals will be processed prior to closure.

5 3.4 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

This section describes the affected environment for the natural resources:
soils and geology, water resources, air quality, noise, biological resources,
and cultural resources.

3.4.1 Soils and Geology

Soils, geology, mineral resources, and seismic issues are addressed in this
section. The ROI for soils is localized and limited to the Norton AFB vicinity.
Sediment transfer associated with erosion is minimal on the base except in
those are"s within the Santa Ana Wash. The ROI for geology ir •s the
general tectonic framework of the San Bernardino area.

3.4.1.1 Soils. In general, soils at Norton AFB have formed on alluvial fan
deposits from nearby mountains. Soils generally consist of loamy sands and
sandy loams. The Soil Conservation Service (Woodruff and Brock, 1980)
has mapped soils on Norton AFB. The soils at Norton AFB are classifiedSprimarily as the Tujunga-Soboba Association.

Most of the base soils consist of Tujunga gravelly loamy sand and Soboba
stony loamy sand. The sands are very permeable with little runoff;
therefore, susceptibility to water erosion is low. Wind erosion potential is
moderate in unprotected areas. The shrink-swell potential and overall
strength of the soils are moderate.

Small areas of Grangeville and Hanford sandy boams occur along the
western boundary of the base. The Grangeville and Hanford sandy loam,
when irrigated, meets the criteria for prime farmland; however, the area is
not currently irrigated and, therefore, does not currently qualify. (See Form
AD-1006, Appendix G.)

Contaminated soils have been identified on Norton AFB and are discussed in

Section 3.3.3, Installation Restoration Program Site.

3.4.1.2 Physiography and Geology

3 Physiography. Norton AFB is located in the northern part of the Peninsular
Ranges physiographic province of southern California, bordering the
Transverse Ranges physiographic province to the north. The base is
situated within the Upper Santa Ann River Valley that is bounded to the
northwest by the San Gabriel Mountains; to the northeast by the San
Bernardino Mountains; to the south by the Crafton Hills, the Badlands, and
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Box Springs Mountains; and to the southwest by a low escarpment along
the San Jacinto fault.

The base is located on an alluvial plain sloping to the southwest at 5
approximately 30 to 50 feet per mile. The topographical elevation on base
varies from a maximum of 1,200 feet above MSL along the eastern
boundary to 1,040 feet above MSL along the western boundary.

Geology. Norton AFB is underlain by a 4,500- to 5,000-foot-thick deposit
of Pleistocene and Recent age alluvium (CDM Federal Programs Corporation
[CDMFPC], 1991). The alluvium consists of thick, discontinuous, and
poorly sorted unconsolidated deposits formed by the deposition of
sediments in alluvial fans and subsequent erosion and redistribution of 5
sediment by streams. Within the region, older alluvium is moderately
weathered and slightly folded, and younger alluvium is structurally
undisturbed (CDMFPC, 1991). Recent river-channel deposits occur along
the southern border of the base in the Santa Ana Wash and along the I
northern boundary of the base.

Mineral Resources. Mineral resources in the region of Norton AFB consist of I
construction aggregates (sand and gravel) derived from the alluvial fan
deposits. The Norton AFB vicinity was classified by the California Division
of Mines and Geology as having a high likelihood of containing significant
construction aggregate resources (Miller, 1987). The quality and quantity of
these materials as construction aggregate have not been evaluated.
C.L. Pharris and Robertson's, along the Santa Ana Wash adjacent to the I
eastern base boundary, are active producers of aggregate.

In 1987, aggregate resources in the 25 square miles of nonurbanized area I
along the Santa Ana River between the San Bernardino Mountains and the
city of Riverside were estimated at 5,230 million short tons. This amounts
to 50 percent of the 10,450 million short tons of aggregate resources I
estimated for the greater San Bernardino-Riverside region. However, only
430 million of the 10,450 million short tons were permitted for development
in 1987, and at the annual per-capita consumption rate of 8.4 tons I
estimated for the region, these permitted reserves would be depleted by the

year 2025 (Miller, 1987). Increased growth and urbanization in the region
may deplete these resources sooner than anticipated.

Other sources of aggregate for the San Bernardino area include resources in
other regions, other Holocene alluvial deposits, some older tertiary
sedimentary deposits, and limited areas of exposed crystalline rock.

Seismicity. Norton AFB is located in an active seismic area. The base is
located on the San Bernardino fault block, bounded by the San Andreas and I
San Jacinto faults. The San Bernardino fault block has been downthrown
relative to adjacent areas along both faults, with vertical movement of many 3
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3 thousands of feet along the San Andreas fault, creating the escarpment of
the San Bernardino Mountains (CDMFPC, 1991).

5 Although there are no faults on base, the San Andreas and San Jacinto
faults are located approximately 2.5 miles to the northeast and 2.0 miles to
the southwest, respectively. These faults have a maximum credible3earthquake magnitude of 7.5 and 8.5, respectively. Damaging earthquakes
could also occur on many other faults in the region. A 20 to 30 percent
probability of a major earthquake (7.0 magnitude or greater) is estimated
within the next 30 years in the San Bernardino region (U.S. Geological
Survey, 1988).

The base is situated within Seismic Hazard Zone IV, as defined by the
Uniform Building Code. The seismic zone is determined by the proximity to
main fault systems. Seismic Hazard Zone IV is characterized by areas likely
to sustain major damage from earthquakes, and corresponds to intensities of
VIII or higher on the modified Mercalli Scale. Structures on base are not
only subject to the effects of ground shaking, but are also subject to
potential subsidence and liquefaction caused by ground accelerations in
areas with groundwater levels 50 feet or less below the surface (Matti and
Carson, 1986). Areas susceptible to liquefaction are likely in the western
and southern portions of the base. Section 8875.1 of the CCR requires all
cities within Seismic Hazard Zone IV to identify and mitigate unsafe
buildings. In accordance with this code, the city of San Bernardino has
enacted ordinances requiring all nonreinforced masonry buildings be
upgraded to current engineering standards and submittal of liquefaction
reports for proposed projects in areas susceptible to liquefaction (City of San
Bernardino, 1989b and 1990).

3.4.2 Water Resources

3 Water resources include surface and groundwater resources and addresses
water quality, supply, and drainage considerations. The ROI for water
resources includes the base and surrounding areas that would be affectedI] by changes in water usage. The ROI for groundwater includes a 230-square
mile area within the SBVMWD, which includes the San Bernardino basin and
several other groundwater basins in the San Bernardino Valley. TheI SBVMWD obtains most of its water from groundwater resources but also
has rights to state surface water and runoff from the Big Bear Lake area to
supplement groundwater supplies. There are no coastal areas or wild and
scenic rivers within the ROI.

3.4.2.1 Surface Water. The base is within the upper Santa Ana River
drainage. The headwaters are in the San Bernardino Mountains, and the
river passes along the southern portion of the base (Figure 3.4-1). Water

diversions and infiltration cause the streambed to be dry most of the year in
the vicinity of the base. Storm control embankments (levees) along the
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Ssouthern portion of the base protect the base from occasional heavy surface

runoff and potential floodwaters. Two tributaries of the Santa Ana River
pass along the northern part of the base. City Croek flows westward aong
the northern base boundary into Warm Creek, which flows south into the
Santa Ana River.

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) establishes procedures for federal
actions involving floodplains. The majority of Norton AFB is above the 100-
year flood zone of the Santa Ana River; however, the entire golf course
area, open areas along the southern base boundary, and the IWTP are within
this flood zone (see Figure 3.4-1). In addition, the majority of the base
could be subject to flooding and erosion from major storm events that would
exceed the 100-year floodplain level (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1988).

The Santa Ana River drainage acts as the principal source of recharge to the
Bunker Hill groundwater basin. There are several artificial infiltration basins
upstream of Norton AFB which collect surface water for groundwater
recharge.

I Big Bear Lake is the only significant body of water upstream of the base. It
has a storage capacity of 73,370 acre-feet, and it is located 24 miles
upstream from the base. Any flooding resulting from failure of the dam at
the lake would be contained within the 100-year flood zone (Bethel, 1991).

Wetlands have been identified on Norton AFB and are discussed under
Section 4.3.5.4, Sensitive Habitats.

Surface water Ouality. The quality of surface water in the upper Santa Ana
River basin from the crystalline terrain of the San Bernardino Mountains is
generally excellent (Ecology and Environment, 1989). Testing of on-base

effluents during periods of storm runoff has shown the water quality to be
generally good. Occasionally, traces of oils and solvents have been
identified during testing; however, these rarely exceed water quality
standards.

Surface Drainage. Controlled storm water drainage of the land area on
Norton AFB generally consists of surface flow to diversion structures and
collection pipes to local surface streams. There are eleven points for storm
water drainage discharge around the boundary of the base (U.S. Air Force,
19909). The point discharge that includes storm water runoff from the
runway and support areas is regulated under National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit CA0002062. The IWTP discharge is
regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. In general, the
northern portion of the base drains into City Creek, the western portion
drains to Warm Creek, while the eastern and southern sections of the base
drain directly to the Santa Ana River (see Figure 3.4-1).

N
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3.4.2.2 Grondwater. The bass is withe San Bernardino Groundwater
Basin, comprising approximately 110 square miles in the northwest part of
the San Bernardino fault block. The San Bernardino Basin can be divided
into three water-bearing zones (aquifers) separated by three confiningmm

members. The middle and lower water-bearing zones are separated by the
lower confining member. These two zones are hydraulically connected and
are considered a single aquifer 500 to 700 feet thick (Hardt and Hutchinson,
1978). This aquifer is separated from the upper water-bearing zone by a
200- to 300-foot thick, low permeability confining member. The upper
water-bearing zone is approximately 200 feet thick. It is overlain by the
upper confining member at a depth of 60 to 90 feet. Borings indicate there
are discontituous perched water zones above the upper confining member
(Ecology and Environment, 1989). Perched water tables are present
between 50 and 70 feet below the ground surface under much of Norton
AFB (CDMFPC, 1991). Groundwater levels in the eastern portion of the
base range from 70 to 120 feet below the surface. I

Regional groundwater flow in the upper water-bearing zone on Norton AFB
is generally toward the southwest. The average horizontal gradient across
the base is about 0.5 percent, and the average groundwater velocity is
1 foot/day. The vertical gradient at all locations across the base is
downward.

Groundwater recharge occurs predominantly in the San Bernardino Basin by
infiltration in the coarse, permeable sediments near the base of the San
Bernardino Mountains and the Santa Ana River drainage. Artificial recharge I
began early in the century using spreading basins in the foothills. Use of
imported water from northern California for recharging the basin began in
the early 1970s (Hardt and Hutchinson, 1978). Recharge also occurs by
groundwater flowing in from the San Timoteo Basin to the southeast
(Ecology and Environment, 1989). Discharge of groundwater from the basin
occurs as: (1) extraction from water wells, (2) underflow across the San I
Jacinto fault at the Colton Narrows, and (3) flow to the Rialto-Colton
groundwater basin to the southeast.

Safe yield of the groundwater within the ROI is dependent on various
hydrologic and adjudicatory factors. Based on established safe yields and/or
historic sustained extraction levels, the groundwater basins in the SBVMWD i
are potentially able to sustain a supply of between 250,000 and 300,000
acre-feet per year (af/yr) (Camp Dresser and McKee, 1990). For this
analysis, it is assumed that the safe yield is 275,000 acre-feet per year.
The San Bernardino Basin represents about 85 percent of this groundwater
supply.

In 1989, approximately 249,000 acre-feet, or 83 percent of the water
supply in the ROI, was extracted from groundwater basins. The remaining
17 percent was supplied from supplemental sources such as surface water
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and the State Water Project. At the time of base closure, it is estimated
that water demand in the ROI will be about 306,000 at/yr. Based on
current practice, a portion of that demand will be met through groundwater
sources and a portion through supplemental sources. Assuming the
percentages will be comparable to the percentages experienced in 1989, it
can be expected that the groundwater extraction levels in 1994 will be
approximately 254,000 aft/yr, which is still below the safe yield of the
basins in the SBVMWD.

Groundwater wells supply a large percentage of the water to the base. The
base has a system of four production wells (see Section 3.2.4.1). Wells #5
and 11 are the two highest producers with a combined production of

3,700 gpm. Wells #2, 3, and 5 draw water from the lower water-bearing
zone. Well #11 draws from the middle and lower water-bearing zones
(CDMFPC, 1991).

Groundwater Quality. Water derived from the deep water-bearing zones is
generally of good quality (Ecology and Environment, 1989). In the shallow
upper aquifer, TCE and tetrachloroethylene (PCE) have been identified as
groundwater contaminants not only on Norton AFB, but in areas upgradient
to the base (Ecology and Environment, 1989). Other contaminants within
this aquifer include benzene, dichlorobenzene, toluene, and dichloroethane.
A TCE plume which originated on base and is primarily located in the central
base area has been detected in the subsurface and is migrating through the
shallow upper aquifer in the general direction of groundwater movement, toI- the southwest. No contamination above acceptable levels has been
detected in potable water supply wells on the base. A work plan has been
prepared to assess these issues and evaluate mitigations by conducting an

I- RI/FS (CDMFPC, 1991).

3.4.3 Air Quality

Air quality in a given location is described by the concentration of various
pollutants in the atmosphere, generally expressed in units of ppm or

micrograms per cubic meter (pg/mi). Air quality is determined by the type
and amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the size and
topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions.

The significance of a pollutant concentration is determined by comparing it
to federal and state ambient air quality standards. These standards
represent the maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations that may

occur and still protect public health and welfare, with a reasonable margin of
safety. The federal standards are established by the U.S. EPA and termed
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The state standards
are established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and are termed
the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The NAAQS and
CAAQS are presented in Table 3.4-1. The main pollutants of concern in the
ares are ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NO)., nitrogen
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Table 3.4-1. National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Averagling Calif ornia Nationd Standardstr
Polltant Time Staniderd" Primary'" Secondaryld
Ozone I1-hour 0.09 ppmn 0.12 ppm Same se primary

(150o pow~) (235 jpghn3') etandardI
Carbon monoxide $-hour 9 ppm 9 ppm

El 0.000 pgh/i El 10,000 gighn3)
I1-hour 20 ppm 35 ppm I

423,000 #g/m3) 440.000 pgkn3)
Nitrogen dioxide Annual avergel 0.053 ppm Sarnsea primary

(100 pghn 3) standard
1-hour 0.25 ppm

(470 #9Wn~)
Sulfur dioxide Annual averaell 0.03 ppm-

(80 pghn3)

24-hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm-
(1050wg~l) (365 #ghn3)

3-hour 0 .5 ppm
11-hour 0.25 ppm (1,300#W)i'

(6155 POWl')
PM1. Annual 30 kg;W 50pghno Samea primary

24-hour 50 pg11hr 150 POWn standardI
Sulfates 24-hour 25 pghn3

Lead 30-day 1.5 paghte
Quarterly- 1.5 jigrn Same as puimery

standardI
Hydrogen sufd~e 1 -hour 0.03 ppm

(42 pg~nr')
Vinvl chloride 24-hour 0.010 ppm

(26 pgftn3)
Visiblty" U-hour In sufficient amnount to produce an

(10 a~m. to extinction coefficient of 0.23 per km due
6 p.m., PST) to particles when the relative humidity is

less than 70%. CARS Method V.

Is) California standard* for ozone. carbon monoxide. sulfur dioxide (1 hour anid 24-hourl. nirboge dioxide, particulate maetter IPM1J.
and vblslby reducingl particles " valss that ore not to be exceeded. The sulfates, lead, hydroglen sulfide, and vinylchode
standards we not to be equaled or exceeded.I

(b) National stadards other than ozoen and thoe" based on annual averages or annual arithmeti means. we not to be exceeded meare
than once a year The ozone stnwd Is attained when the expected number of days per calna year. with nmaxitnu hourly
average ocncentrations above the standards. is equal to or lees than one.

(c) Concentration expressed fbae in tulle in which It was promulgated. Equivalent unkte given In parenthesisaem based on a referenoe
tmeaueof 25*C and a refereno presasam of 760 m of mneroury. AN measurements of alr quality ar to be corrected to a

reeec eprtre of 26*C anid a reernc pressure of 760 m of meoowy 41.013.2 rmi~lbar); ppm in this table reer topatI
per mNon by volume, or mic-mAle of pebluant per mole of gas.

Idl National Prim ary Standards: The levels of ai quality necessary, with an adequate margIn of safety, to protect the public health.
(.) National Secondary Standlards: The levels of sir quality necessary to protect the public selim from any ktnown or anticipated

adverse effects of a pollutant. Each stt must attain the secondary stanidards within a *reaeonable timo' after the iniplemeintation
plan Is approved by the U.S. EPA.I

ifn Calculated as gemti men
(9) Calculated as arWithetcma
hIN This standard Is intended to MAi the frequency and severity of visiblity Ihapainnen due to regional haue and is equivalent to a 10-

mis nombinl visual range when relative humaIdity Is less than 70 percent.

Souroe: Californla Air Resources Seed. 1992.
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dioxide (NO 2), sulfur dioxide (SO2 ), and particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter (PM10). NO, include all oxide species of nitrogen.
NO, are of concern because of their potential contribution to ozone
formation. Only that portion of total NO. that is measurable as NO 2 is
subject to the NAAQS and CAAQS. The previous NAAQS for particulate
matter were based upon total suspended particulate (TSP) levels and were
replaced in 1987 by an ambient standard based only on the PM,, fraction of
TSP.

Lead is not addressed in this EIS because there are no known lead emission
sources in the region nor included in the reuse alternatives. Lead
concentrations are monitored in a number of high population density areas
throughout the state and all sites meet the quarterly and monthly standard
of 1.5 pg/mi.

The existing air quality of the affected environment is defined by air quality
data and emissions information. Air quality data are obtained by examining
air quality monitoring records from monitoring stations maintained by the
SCAOMD. Information on pollutant concentrations measured for short-term
(24 hours or less) and long-term (annual) averaging periods is extracted from
the monitoring station data in order to characterize the existing air quality
background of the area. Emission inventory information for the affected
environment was obtained from the CARB and from Norton AFB. Inventory
data are separated by pollutant and reported in pounds per day or tons per
day in order to describe the baseline conditions of pollutant emissions in the
area.

Identifying the ROI for air quality assessment requires knowledge of the
pollutant types, source emission rates and release parameters, the proximity
relationships of project emission sources to other emission sources, and
local and regional meteorological conditions. For inert pollutants (all
pollutants other than ozone, its precursors, and NO.), the ROI is generally
limited to an area within a few miles downwind from a source.

Ozone is a secondary pollutant formed in the atmosphere by photochemical
reactions of previously emitted pollutants, or precursors. Ozone precursors
are mainly reactive organic gases (ROGs) in the form of hydrocarbons and
NO.. ROGs are a subset of the group of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
which are compounds containing carbon, excluding CO, carbonic acid,
metallic carbides, metallic carbonates, and ammonium carbonate. ROGs are
gaseous forms of VOCs, and do not include methane or other nonreactive
methane and ethane derivatives. NO, is the designation given to the group
of all oxygenated nitrogen species, including nitrous oxide (N20), nitric oxide
(NO), NO2, nitrogen trioxide (NO3), nitrogen tetroxide (NM04), nitric anhydride
(NMOA), and nitrous anhydride (N203). These compounds can exist in air.
However, only three, N20, NO, and NO2, are found in any appreciable

quantities.
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The ROI for ozone may extend much farther downwind than the ROI for
inert pollutants. In the presence of solar radiation, the maximum effect of
precursor emissions on ozone levels usually occurs several hours after they
are emitted and, therefore, many miles from the source. Ozone and its
precursors transported from other regions can also combine with local
emissions to produce high local ozone concentrations. Ozone
concentrations are generally the highest during the summer months and
coincide with periods of maximum solar radiation. Maximum ozone
concentrations tend to be regionally distributed because precursor emissions
are homogeneously dispersed in the atmosphere.

Like ozone, NO 2 emissions related to the Proposed Action and alternatives
are also regionally distributed. NO 2 is formed primarily by the conversion of
NO to NO 2 in the presence of oxygen (either during combustion or in the
atmosphere). NO is produced by fuel combustion in both stationary and
mobile sources such as automobiles and aircraft. The amount of NO

production is dependent upon the combustion temperature and the rate of I
exhaust gas cooling. Higher temperatures and rapid cooling rates produce
greater quantities of NO. Where higher NO concentrations and temperatures
exist, some of the NO is immediately oxidized to NO 2. The amount of
immediate NO 2 combustion generation generally varies from 0.5 to 10
percent of the NO present (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971 1.
The remaining unconverted NO is oxidized to NO2 in the atmosphere
primarily through photochemical secondary reactions initiated by the
presence of sunlight. These photochemical reactions may take place hours
after the initial NO release and many miles from the original source, I
dependent upon the prevailing meteorological conditions.

For the purpose of this air quality analysis, the ROI for emissions of ozone
precursors and NO 2 from the reuse-related construction and operational
activities would be the existing airshed surrounding Norton AFB, the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB). I
The SCAB consists of the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and
San Bernardino counties and all of Orange County. The SCAB is bounded I
on the west by the Pacific Ocean; on the north and east by the San Gabriel,
San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains; and on the south by the San
Diego County line. Reuse-related emissions of ROG, NO., and NO2 are
compared to emissions generated within the SCAB. The ROI for emissions
of the inert pollutants (CO, SO2 , and PMIo) is limited to the more immediate
area of Norton AFB. Reuse-related emissions of inert pollutants are
compared to the San Bernardino County portion of the total SCAB emissions
as a means of assessing potential changes in air quality. Outlines of the
SCAB and the San Bernardino County portion of the SCAB are shown in
Figure 3.4-2.

I
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The CAA, as amended in August 1977 and November 1990, dictates that
project emission sources must comply with the air quality standards and
regulations that have been established by federal, state, and local regulatory
agencies. These standards and regulations focus on (1) the maximum
allowable ambient pollutant concentrations resulting from project emissions,
both separately and combined with other surrounding sources, and (2) the
maximum allowable emissions from the project.

3.4.3.1 Regional Air Ouality. The air quality of the SCAB is greatly
influenced by three major meteorological conditions: wind, inversion layer
height, and temperature. Winds play a vital role in determining air quality
conditions by dispersing air pollutants. Due to light average windspeeds
(less than 5.7 miles per hour), the SCAB has a limited capacity to effectively
disperse air contaminants horizontally (SCAQMD, 1987). The predominant
daily wind pattern is a daytime sea breeze and a nighttime land breeze.
Coupled with light winds, the repeating pattern of on-shore/off-shore winds
can at times produce a sloshing of pollutants between the ocean and land
areas, and lead to a subsequent buildup of pollutant concentrations
throughout the basin. I
Like horizontal dispersion, vertical dispersion is also generally limited in the
SCAB. The presence of a persistent temperature inversion in the layer of
the atmosphere near the surface of the earth hampers the vertical dispersion I
of pollutants. This inversion layer produces a "ceiling" that traps air
pollutants and inhibits mixing with the air above. As a result, trapped air
pollutants become more and more concentrated until the inversion layer lifts, I
is broken up, or strong surface winds disperse the pollutants horizontally.
The basinwide average occurrences of inversions with a height of
3,500 feet above sea level or less is 191 days each year (SCAQMD, 1987). I
Temperature affects the air quality of the SCAB in two ways: the first is its
effect on the height of the inversion layer, and the second is its effect on
the temperature of operation of automobile exhaust control systems. Lower I
winter temperatures reduce the probability that the air nearest the surface
will heat sufficiently to break through the inversion layer. Lower winter
temperatures also cause automobile exhaust systems to run in colder mode s
for a longer period of time; consequently, catalytic converters may not heat
up adequately to allow efficient conversion of CO exhaust to carbon dioxide
(C02)o

According to U.S. EPA guidelines, an area with air quality better than the
NAAQS is designated as being in attainment; areas with worse air quality
are classified as nonattainment areas. A nonattainment designation is given
to a region if the primary NAAQS for any criteria pollutant is exceeded at
any point in the region for more than 3 days during a 3-year period.
Pollutants in an area may be designated as unclassified when there is a lack
of data for U.S. EPA to form a basis of attainment status. The CARB also
designates areas of the state as either in attainment or nonattainment of the
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CAAQS. An area is in nonattainment for a pollutant if the CAAQS has been
exceeded more than once in 3 years. Currently the SCAB is designated by
both U.S. EPA and CARB as being in attainment of the NAAQS for SO, but
nonattainment for 03, CO, NO., and PM,, (SCAQMD, 1991).

According to the federal classification, the SCAB is designated as being in
the "extreme" ozone nonattainment category (ozone concentrations greater
than 0.28 ppm). An area designated as "extreme" is subject to a number of
special requirements, including provisions for use of Reasonable Available
Control Technology on all major sources, vapor recovery and motor vehicle

inspection and maintenance programs, offsets, transportation control
measures, and reductions in VOCs. Areas with classifications other than
* extreme" are subject to less stringent requirements. Attainment for
extreme ozone classification areas must be achieved by November 15,
2010.

SCAB is also designated as "serious" nonattainment for the federal CO
(greater than 16.4 ppm) and PM10 standards. An area designated as
*serious' for CO must implement various special requirements, including use
of oxygenated fuels, employing enhanced motor vehicle inspection and
maintenance program, providing attainment demonstrations, and
implementation of transportation control measures. Attainment of the CO

NAAQS is required by the year 2000.

SCAB was designated 'serious" PM10 nonattainment because the proposed
SIP for SCAB projects nonattainment of the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS until the
year 2000 and nonattainment of the annual PM10 NAAOS until year 2006.
These projections exceed the "moderateo PM10 attainment deadline of

December 31, 1994. The basinwide emissions inventory indicates 91
percent of primary PM10 emissions result from area sources, primarily

reentrained road dust. The projected increases in population and vehicle

miles traveled will result in an expected increase of PM10 emissions from
663 tons/day in 1987 to 1,025 tons/day in 2010. In addition to the
widespread sources of primary PM,, emissions, source contribution
estimates indicate secondarily formed particles (nitrates and sulfates) can
contribute as much as 52 percent of the 24-hour PM10 mass and as much as
37 percent of the annual PM,, mass. The success of SCAB's attainmentI strategy depends on the control of important precursors to PM10 including
NO., SO,, and VOCs.

The SCAB is also designated by the CARB as an "extreme" nonattainment

area for the 03 CAAQS. The designation "extreme" is given to an area if its
ozone design day value concentration is greater than 0.20 ppm. The design
day value is defined as the fourth highest pollutant concentration recorded

in a 3-year period. Extreme nonattainment areas such as the SCAB are
required by the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) to implement new control
measures. These control measures include indirect and area source control
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programs, application of Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT)
to existing stationary sources, a modification of the permitting program to
achieve no net increase of emissions from new or modified stationary
sources, consideration of transportation control measures, and significant
use of low-emission motor vehicles by operators of motor vehicle fleets.

The CCAA also includes some additional requirements that can significantly
affect control strategy selection. These additional requirements are: I
reducing pollutants contributing to nonattainment by 5 percent per year (an
exception to the 5 percent per year reduction requirement is allowed if all
feasible measures to control emissions are considered in the attainment
planning process); achieving an average commuter ridership of 1.5 persons
per vehicle by 1999; no net increase in mobile source emissions after 1997;
substantial decrease in growth of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle
trips; public education programs; reducing population exposure to severe
nonattainment pollutants according to a prescribed schedule; and ranking
control measures by cost effectiveness and implementation priority.

The SCAQMD has developed the Final 1991 AQMP to meet the
requirements of the CCAA. Upon approval by the U.S. EPA, the AQMP will
be incorporated into the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and also used to
satisfy a number of the requirements of the federal CAA.

The 1991 AQMP, as previously submitted by CARB to U.S. EPA as SCAB's
portion of the SIP, did not fulfill all of the requirements of the federal CAA.
As a result, the 1991 AQMP was revised by SCAQMD in July 1992.

As part of its revisions to the 1991 AQMP, SCAQMD proposed a novel
concept of combining all emission sources at the facility level and requiring I
the entire facility to meet prescribed annual emissions targets (a concept
known as *bubbling" of emission sources). This plan, Regional Clean Air
Incentives Market (RECLAIM), represents a significant departure from the I
current traditional *command and control" regulatory approach. The AQMP
revisions incorporating RECLAIM replaced numerous control measures

originally developed for the 1991 AOMP. Under RECLAIM, each facility I
would be allowed to achieve required emissions reductions of certain
pollutants (ROGs, NO,, and SO.) through a choice of add-on controls, use of

reformulated products, and/or purchasing excess emission reductions from I
other facilities. However, CARB indicated that RECLAIM would not be
forwarded to U.S. EPA as part of the revised South Coast portion of the SIP.
Instead, CARB will enforce RECLAIM under the CCAA. In February 1993,

SCAOMD released a new version of its RECLAIM rule. SCAQMD cautioned
that the rules for RECLAIM may not be in place by the July 1993 deadline
imposed by CARB for SCAQMD to have RECLAIM in place. CARB indicated

that if the deadline is not met, SCAQMD will be required to revert to
"Ecommand and control" regulations.

3-96 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS

I



I
SIn addition to being subject to control measures contained in the approved

SIP, new or modified major stationary sources in the area of Norton AFB
would be subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review to
ensure that these sources are constructed without significant adverse
deterioration of the clean air in the area. Emissions of attainment or
unclassifiable pollutants from any new or modified source must be controlled
using Best Available Control Technology (BACT). Since SO is the only
attainment pollutant in the area of Norton AFB, the SO2 air quality impacts
in combination with other PSD sources In the area must not exceed the
maximum allowable incremental increases identified in Table 3.4-2. Certain
national parks and wilderness areas are designated as Class I areas, where
any appreciable deterioration in air quality is considered significant. Class II
areas are those where moderate, well-controlled industrial growth could be
permitted. Class III areas allow for greater industrial development. The area
surrounding Norton AFB is designated by the U.S. EPA as Class II.I

Table 3.4-2. Maximum Allowable Pollutant Concentration Increases under
PSD Regulations

Maximum Allowable Increment (pg/m3)

Averaging
Pollutant Time Class I Class II Class Ill

SO2  Annual 2 20 40

24-hour 5 91 182

3-hour 25 512 700

SNotes: Class I areas are regions in which the air quality is intended to be kept pristine,
such as national parks end wilderness areas. AN other lands are initially designated
Class II. Individual states have the authority to redesignate Class II lands to Class
III to allow for maximum industrial use.

Source: 40 CFR Part 52.21.I
The SCAQMD currently operates air quality monitoring stations throughout
the SCAB (see Figure 3.4-2). However, ambient air quality is not measured
within the boundary of Norton AFB. The nearest monitoring stations are
located in the cities of San Bernardino (approximately 2 miles west of
Norton AFB), Redlands (approximately 6 miles southeast), Fontana

(approximately 13 miles west), and two stations in Riverside (Rubidoux,
approximately 12 miles west-southwest and Magnolia, approximately
13 miles southwest). The San Bernardino and Riverside stations monitor5 levels of CO, NO, 03, SO2 , PM10 , and lead. The Fontana station measures
all criteria pollutants except lead. The Redlands station measures only O0
concentrations.
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The SCAB is in nonattainment for 03, CO, NOV, and PM,o. However, only 5
the 1-hour ozone standard, the 8-hour CO standard, and the annual and
24-hour PM.O standards have bean exceeded at the three monitoring
stations in the vicinity of Norton AFB during the time period 1989 through
1991 (Table 3.4-3). The federal 03 standard was exceeded an average of
93 days per year during the 1989-1991 period, while the state standard
was exceeded an average of 143 days. The federal and state 8-hour CO
standards were exceeded on one day In 1989. Annual and 24-hour state
and federal PMto standards were exceeded in each of the years 1989
through 1991. 1
Preclosure Reference. Preclosure pollutant concentrations due to aircraft
emissions in the immediate area of the base runways were estimated with
the Emissions and Dispersions Modeling System (EDMS). The results of the I
EDMS modeling for preclosure conditions are provided in Table 3.4-4. The
values in Table 3.4-4 represent the maximum concentrations that occurred
as a result of aircraft operations at receptors located near the property line
downwind from the ends of the runway.

Closure Baseline. It can be reasonably assumed that pollutant i
concentrations in the area of Norton AFB after base closure would be less
than concentrations experienced under preclosure conditions due to the
implementation of regional air emission control measures. Pollutant I
concentrations in the area of the base itself would be less than preclosure
levels due to the reduction or elimination of numerous emission sources
associated with normal base activities |e.g., all current aircraft and
aerospace ground activities would be eliminated). The closure would also
reduce the number of motor vehicles operating in the surrounding area.
Emissions associated with vehicles assigned to the base, military and civilian I
employee commuting, military retiree visits to Norton AFB facilities, and

truck traffic associated with base operations would all be eliminated. These
reductions in motor vehicle emissions would be offset somewhat by I
increases associated with commuting by local employees transferred to
March AFB and by travel of local retirees to use facilities at March AFB.
However, the net change would be a reduction in vehicle emissions in the i
Norton AFB area.

3.4.3.2 Air Pollutant Emission Sources 3
Preclosure Reference. The most recent emission inventories for Norton AFB,
the SCAB, and the San Bernardino County portion of the SCAB are
presented in Table 3.4-5. The emission inventory of stationary sources and
mobile sources on Norton AFB is representative of direct preclosure
emissions in 1987-1988. The inventories for the SCAB and the San
Bernardino County portion of the SCAB represent 1987 data. The primary
emission sources from the base include base-related flying operations,
engine maintenance, motor vehicles, fire training exercises, boilers,
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I
Table 3.4-4. Air Quality Modelig Resuks for Precosure Candkions in the

Vicinty of the Runways at Norton AFi, ppm (Wglm')

Averaging Maximum Background Limiting
Pollutant Tame Impactw Concentrationw StandardI I

Carbon monoxide 8-hour 0.01 6.91 9
(12.2) (8,014) (10,000)

1 -hour 0.05 10.0 20
(55.2) (11,600) (23,000) 1

Sulfur dioxide Annual <0.0001 <0.001 0.03
(0.011) (1) (80)

24-hour 0.0004 0.007 0.04
(0.98) (19) (105)

3-hour 0.002 0.025 0.5
(4.78) (66) (1,300)

1-hour 0.004 0.025 0.25
(9.36) (66) (655)

PM'o Annual NA NA NA
(arithmetic) (0.02) (75) (50)

Annual NA NA NA
(geometric) (0.02) (64) (30)

24-hour NA NA NA
(1.50) (237) (50)

Notes: (I) Modmum impact in OlN casoo occurred at receptors located nea the property lim downwindfrom the edofthe runway. . . . . ..

W Ba ckgrund concentrations assumed to equal the mean of first-ielh values monitored at the
Fontna.e Riverside, and Son Bernardino rmonitonng stations from 989 to 1991 (refer to
Table 3.4-3).

(a) Limiting standa•d is eclud to the mo•r stitten-t ot the CAAGS or NAAGS Irefer to Table 3.4-1).

furnaces, and incinerators. Painting and metal cleaning operations and fuel
storage and handling contribute a substantial amount of the total stationary
source ROG emissions (63.8 percent). 1
Closure Baseline. The direct emissions for Norton AFB at base closure (year
1994) are presented in Table 3.4-5. Closure emissions for the SCAB were
projections for 1994 provided in the 1991 AQMP for the basin (SCAOMD, I
1991). The SCAB emission projections were adjusted to include the

emissions from 14 C-141 aircraft that would be transferred from Norton
AFB to March AFB and, therefore, would remain within the basin. Emission 3
projections for the San Bernardino County portion of the SCAB were not

available. Emissions for San Bernardino County were therefore estimated
for the year 1994 using the 1987 inventory information and the same rate 3
of change as projected for the total basin between the years 1987 and
1994.

Despite emission increases associated with increased population growth,
total emissions for all pollutants with the exception of PM1o will decrease in
the basin during the time period 1987 to 1994 due to the effectiveness of I
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5 ~Tsbl 3.4-5. Predoswir an Ckmsue Emissilon hIventoy

Source Category ROG NO., CO go, PM,,5 NedN~ AMS Preelseurs IIN74S)
Statinar Sources oldayfd

Boilers, furnaces, and incinerators (11) 1.3 451.5 35.2 3.6 2.7

Internal cornbuetion engines (3) 3.2 3.8. 8.7 2.6 2.7IJot engine testing (1) 33.3 30.0 42.9 3.0 2.5
Fire training exrc~se 66.3 1.0 70.6 0.3 65.53Painting and metal cleaning operations (12) 175.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Printing operations 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Fuel storage and handling (13) 59.4 0.7 0.1 0.0 0.05Herbicides and Insecticides 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Wastewater trassment plant 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

""Sa a Statonary Sewag lbs/day) 351.9 553.0 157.5 9.5 73.43~~ A soma" Sonre b/day)

Airaraft 0gM operatlna

Assigned aircraft 7,571.9 912.2 9.5661.0 155.1 66.3ITransient aircraft 371.9 169.0 728.4 19.9 6.3
Aircraft engine maintenance 806.9 737.7 1,035.2 70.4 54.1

Motor vehicl operationsSAssigned vehicles 51.7 04.1 430.8 4.7 21.7
Commuting vehicles 332.6 279.6 2,260.8 16.4 131.9

Delivery trucks 75.0 370.3 627.7 17.4 66.3

"ISutotal Mobile Sources Itelday) 9.210.0 2.562.5 15.846.9 313.9 347.7
Preclcstr.Total lbs/day) 9,561.9 3,115.8 16,004.4 323.4 421.1

Preclosur Total (tons/day) 4.8 1.6 8.0 0.2 0.2

San Bernardino Caount Total - 1367 ltcne/dayls 110.0 100.0 440.0 6.2 140.0
South Coast Air Baein Total - 119617 (tone/day) 1,375.0 1,208.0 4,987.0 134.0 1,075.0

INorton AFB Closur Totld- 1964 (tens/day) 0.1 0.1 0.7 (0) (C)
San Bernardino County Total - 1994 (tons/day)'4 83.0 81.0 339.0 5.7 164.45South Coast Air Basin Totld- 1994 Itons/day,16 1.062.0 978.0 3,842.0 124.0 1,262.0

Notse: (a) Numbers in parenthesese Inicatet the iniman of emseon oecee hin te catesery.
1b) San Bernadino County bhtW.Ur hnicudee onl1 emssosrm that portion of the county within tt. South Coast Air Basin.
IG) L~essthen0. 1.
(d) Emission peolsotione for San BeidNo" County were not available. Emission. for the cosure vow (19941 were eetlmated front

to) Emiso p qjection for the South Coast Air Basin wev. dewkd by the South Coast Air Quality Managenmet DIstbo- uehtg:
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new and increasingly stringent emission control regulations. PM,, emissions 3
will increase somewhat because the effects of population growth and
increased vehicle miles traveled cannot be sufficiently countered by new
control strategies that are directed primarily at stationary sources. Nearly all
emissions of PM10 (89 percent) are from area sources such as road dust,
farming, fires, and other natural sources. Emissions of road dust from
paved and unpaved roads, in particular, account for approximately

55 percent of all PM,, emissions and are directly related to VMT.

3.4.4 Noise 3
Noise is usually defined as sound that is undesirable because it interferes
with speech communication and hearing, is intense enough to damage
hearing, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted sound). The characteristics of I
sound include parameters such as amplitude, frequency, and duration.

Sound can vary over an extremely large range of amplitudes. The dB is the n

accepted standard unit for measuring the amplitude of sound. It is a
logarithmic unit that accounts for the large variations in amplitude and
reflects the way people perceive changes in sound amplitude. Table 3.4-6 I
presents examples of typical sound levels.

Different sounds may have different frequency content. When measuring 3
sound to determine its effects on a human population, A-weighted sound
levels are typically used to account for the frequency response of the human

ear. The A-weighted sound level represents the sound level according to a I
prescribed frequency response established by the American National
Standards Institute (1983).

Noise levels often change with time; therefore, to compare levels over

different time periods, several descriptors have been developed that take
into account this time-varying nature. These descriptors are used to assess 3
and correlate the various effects of noise on man and animals, including land
use compatibility, sleep interference, annoyance, hearing loss, speech
interference, and startle effects.

One descriptor is the equivalent sound level (L.,). The I., is the equivalent
steady-state, level that would contain the same acoustical energy as the
time-varying level during the same time interval. Another descriptor of time-
varying sound is the sound exposure level (SEL). The SEL value represents

the level integrated over the entire duration of the noise event and
referenced to a duration of 1 second. When an event lasts longer than
1 second, the SEL value will be higher than the highest sound level during
the event. 3
The DNL was developed to evaluate the total community noise environment.
The DNL is the average A-weighted acoustical energy during a 24-hour 3
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Table 3.4-6. Comparative Sound Levels

Common Outdoor Common Indoor
Sound Levels Sound Levels

Noise Level

(dB)

-- 110 Rock Band

Jet Flyover at 1000 ft

-- -100
Inside Subway Train (New York)

Gas Lawnmower at 3 ft

-- 90
Diesel Truck at 50 ft Food Blender at 3 ft

Noisy Urban Daytime Garbage Disposal at 3 ft

Shouting at 3 ft

Gas Lawnmower at 100 ft Vacuum Cleaner at 10 ft

Commercial Area Normal Speech at 3 ft

Heavy Traffic at 300 ft
-- -60

Large Business Office

Dishwasher Next Room

Small Theater, Large Conference

Quiet Urban Nighttime -- 40 Room (Background)

Quiet Suburban Nighttime Library

-- 30 Bedroom at Night

Quiet Rural Nighttime Concert Hall (Background)

-- 20
Broadcast and Recording Studio

-- 10

Threshold of Hearing

N n0
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I
period with a 10 dB adjustment added to the nighttime levels (between
10 p.m. and 7 a.m.). This adjustment is an effort to account for increased
sensitivity to nighttime noise events. The DNL was adopted by the U.S.
EPA and is mandated by HUD, FAA, and DOD as the accepted unit for
quantifying human annoyance to general environmental noise, which
includes aircraft noise. The noise descriptors used in this EIS are DNL and
SEL. 3
The DNL is used in this report because it is the noise descriptor recognized
by the FAA and Air Force for airfield environments. The DNL is sometimes
supplemented with other metrics, primarily L,. Occasionally SEL is used to I
supplement DNL, especially where sleep disturbance is a concern.

The ROI for noise sources at Norton AFB is defined using FAA-developed I
land use compatibility guidelines. The area most affected by noise due to
the base disposal and reuse is limited to the base property itself and
adjacent communities.

Table 3.4-7 provides FAA-recommended DNL ranges for various land use
categories based on the land use compatibility guidelines for noise 1
developed by the Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (U.S.
Department of Transportation, 1980). The California Department of Health,
Office of Noise Control has also developed land use compatibility guidelines. I
The Office of Noise Control guidelines give ranges of acceptable levels for
noise sensitive receptors such as: (1) single family residences, (2) multi-
family residences, (3) transient lodging, and (4) churches and schools. For I
these four categories, maximum "normally acceptable" levels range from
DNL 60 to 70 dB for buildings with standard construction. A maximum
"conditionally acceptable" level is given as DNL 70 dB for buildings with I
necessary noise insulation features included in the design of the structure.
The city of San Bernardino has incorporated the Office of Noise Control
guidelines in its General Plan. The San Bernardino County Noise Element
also provides land use guidelines. The county gives DNL 60 dB as the
acceptable external noise level for residential lands and DNL 65 dB if noise
reduction is incorporated and the interior level is below DNL 45 dB. I
Appendix H provides additional noise-related information about the
measurement and prediction of noise. This appendix also provides more

inforri'tion on the units used in describing noise, as well as information
about the effects of noise, such as annoyance, sleep interference, speech
interference, health effects, and effects on animals. 3
3.4.4.1 Existing Noise Levels. Typical noise sources in and around airfields
usually include aircraft, surface traffic, and other human activities. Military
aircraft operations and surface traffic on local streets and highways have
been the primary sources of noise in the vicinity of Norton AFB. In airport
analyses, areas with DNL above 65 dB are often considered in land use
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Table 3.4-7. Land Compatibility with Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Levels

Page 1 of 2

Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (ONL) in Decibels

Land Use Below 65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 Over 85

Residential3 Residential, other then mobile homes and Y NW NW N N N
transient lodgings

Mobile home parks Y N N N N N

Transient lodgings Y NW NW Nw N N

PubIc Use

Schools Y NW NW N N N

Hospitals and nursing homes Y 25 30 N N N

Churches, auditoriums, and concert hells Y 25 30 N N N

Governmental services Y Y 25 30 N N

Transportation Y Y YV' yw YV Y4

Parking y y yV' yV y" N

Commercial Use

Offices, business, and professional Y Y 25 30 N N

Wholesale and retail; building materials, y y y' Y4.1 yVa N
hardware, and farm equipment

Retail trade-general Y Y 25 30 N N

Utilities y y yVM yd yV4  N
Communication Y Y 25 30 N N

Mieudat•tvrng end Production

Manufacturing, ger oral Y Y YI Y4 Y' N

Photographic "'-d optical Y Y 25 30 N N

Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry y y'e YW yN" Y"

Livestock fanming and breading y Yin V( N N N

Mining and fishing, resource production and Y Y Y Y Y Y
extraction

Recreational3 Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports Y YV YW N N N

Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters Y N N N N N

Nature exhibits and zoos Y Y N N N N

Amusements, parks, resorts, and camps Y Y Y N N N

Golf courses, riding stables, and water Y Y 25 30 N N
recreation

Letters in parentheses refer to notes (see next page). The designations contained in this table do not constitute a federal
determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable under federal, state, or local law.
The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties
and specific noise contours rests with the local authorities. FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to

substitute federally determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally
determined needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses.

Key

Y (Yes) Land use and related structures compatible without restrictions.
N (No) Land use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.
25, 30, or 35 Land use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve Noise Level Reduction (NLR)

of 25, 30. or 35 dI must be incorporated into design and construction of structure.

I
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TaWl 3.4-7. Land Compatblby with Yemly Day-Nlgh Average Soun Levels3

Paoe 2 of 2

Now-

(a) Where the carommuity determines that resden1a or acholue s urn uta be aMowed, neasures to achieve outdoor to
indoor NLR of at least 25 dil sand 30 dO ehould be Incorporated Into building codem and be naainede-ed In Individual

Meagwu1ee to W ach ideve ian B f2l oasrao mu be Ieoxpected Ito thevideel and oNatRut of p0d on. tionsrofutheo e
beuidingen whee othenpublatedssreceived officd oe r are a ndr coee nsltl rectior wher th om a m elee leven rcanlow.

Meaeuree to achieve an NLA of 30 dO rnuet be Inoorporated Into the design and, conatruction of pordions of dhe
buldinge wher the public ie received, office, areas. melee-sonsitive areas, or wher the r normlsele level is low.

Wd Measures to achieve an NBA of 35 dl mnust be incorporated Into the design and construction of porftln of thmeeI
buildinge where the public is received. office are, nlsese-ensitive areas, or whore the normal mele level Is low.

(Is Land use cornpatible provided epecial sound reinforcemnent systems we installed.

(f) Residential buildinge require an NLA of 25.

(9) Residential buildings require an NLR of 30.1

Wh Reeidential buildings not permitted.

Source: Derived from Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 *Airport Noise Con"Opatiblty Plannln. 5
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compatibility planning and impact asssment therefore, the contours of
DNL greater than 65 dB are of particular interest.

Preclosure Reference. Aircraft noise at Norton AFB occurs during aircraft
engine warmup, maintenance and testing, taxiing, takeoff, approach, and
landing. Noise contours for preclosure aircraft operations were taken from
the AICUZ for Norton AFB (U.S. Air Force, 1988). The noise contours for
preclosure are shown in Figure 3.4-3. Only contours equal to or above DNL
65 dB are shown. There are 7,297 acres exposed to DNL 65 dB or greater
as a result of preclosure aviation activity at Norton AFB. Section 3.2.2,
Land Use and Aesthetics, describes land uses on and near the base.

Surface vehicle traffic noise levels for roadways in the vicinity of Norton
AFB were analyzed using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Highway Noise Model (1978). This model incorporates vehicle mix, traffic
volume projections, and speed to generate DNL. The noise levels are then
presented as a function of distance from the centerline of the nearest road.
The results of the modeling for surface traffic are presented in Table 3.4-8.
The actual distances to the DNLs may be less than those presented in the
table because the screening effects of intervening buildings, terrain, and
walls were not accounted for in the modeling.

5 Appendix H contains the data used in the surface traffic noise analysis.
These data include information on traffic volumes, mix, and speeds.

Closure Baseline. Upon closure, there would be no aircraft activity;
therefore, there would be no aircraft noise. Consequently, the noise levels
projected for the closure baseline were based primarily on surface traffic,
and calculated using the traffic projections at base closure (see Appendix H).
The results of the modeling for the roadways analyzed for the closure
baseline are presented in Table 3.4-8. The actual distances to the DNLs
may be less than those presented in the table because screening effects of
intervening buildings, terrain, and walls were not considered. Table 3.4-8
indicates that noise levels will be reduced compared to preclosure3conditions, except for Victoria Avenue, Fifth Street, and 1-10. Noise along
1-10 is expected to increase due to regional growth projections unrelated to
base closure.

3.4.5 Biological Resources

Biological resources include the native and naturalized plants and animals in
the project ares. These are divided into vegetation, wildlife (including
aquatic biots), threatened or endangered species, and sensitive habitats.
Human activities in the immediate vicinity of Norton AFB have altered the
natural environment substantially through urbanization and through
channelization of the Santa Ana River.

N
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Table 3.4-8. Distance to DNL from Roadway Centerilne for the Precloewe
Reference and Closure Baseline (feet)

DNL 65-70 DNL 70-75 DNL > 75
Roadway dB dB dB
Predmcoue3 Tppecanoe Ave 190 60 40

Min St 160 60 20
Del Rosa Dr 70 403 3rd St (East) 100 40
3rd St (West) 100 40

Victoria Ave 110 40

5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 100 40 20

5th St (Victoria to Palm) 90 40
Closure

Tippecanoe Ave 100 40 40
Mill St 60 *

Del Rosa Dr 40 40
3rd St (East) 60 40
3rd St (West) 50 40

Victoria Ave 80 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 80 30

5th St lVictoria to Palm) 50 40

"Contained withn roadwayI
The ROI used for discussions of resources present and potential impacts on
these biological resources is Norton AFB and the surrounding area within
about 5 miles of the base.

Information on the affected environment was obtained from literature
information for the area, aerial photographs (January 1991), and a July
1991 reconnaissance survey of the base and surrounding area.

3 3.4.5.1 Vegetation. Norton AFB is located on an alluvial plain at the base
of the San Bernardino Mountains. The base is adjacent to the north bank of
the Santa Ana River and was probably once dominated by riparian woodland
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

The vegetation on and in the vicinity of Norton AFB is shown in
Figure 3.4-4. The categories include Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian/wetland, ruderal (weedy), urban/landscaped, and disturbed habitat.
The riparsan/wetland category includes riparian woodland, riparian scrub,3 sandy stream channels bordered by riparian vegetation, and small wetlands
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3occurring in drainage ditches. The ruderal category includes areas that have

been temporarily disturbed, allowing exotic plant species (e.g., mustard and
European grasses) to colonize and dominate. For completeness, two other
categories are presented on the vegetation map. Nonvegetated areas that
are paved (e.g., roads, parking lots, airfield, support facilities), graded, filled,
or covered with structures are classified as disturbed habitat. On-base3 residential areas are classified as urbanflandscapad (a mixture of disturbed
and landscaped). The residential and commercial industrial areas
surrounding the base are included in the urban/landscaped category.3 Additional categories found off base include agriculture and alluvial scrub.

Native vegetation on most of the base has been altered by human activities
or replaced by landscaped species and base-related facilities. However, a
small amount of riparian woodland and Riversidean alluvial scrub exists in
the southern part of the base along the Santa Ana River. The largest
remaining riparian woodland, located immediately south of the golf course
clubhouse (off base), is dominated by cottonwood trees (Populus frrnontiO).
Black willow (Sa/ix goodingil) and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia) are also
present. The understory is composed primarily of weedy species such as
filare" (Erodium spp.), black mustard (Brassica nigra), and annual European
grasses (Bromus spp., Avena barbara, etc.). Native understory species
include California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) and croton (Croton
californicus). The non-native giant reed (Arundo donax) occurs in the river
wash. Just east of the clubhouse is a similar cottonwood-dominated
riparian stand that also contains several mature eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus
sp.). Arrowweed (Pluches sericea), an individual sandbar willow (Salix
hindsiana), and elderberries (Sambucus mexicans) occur in scrub southwest
of the golf course clubhouse. An isolated grove of cottonwoods, black
willow, and mulefat occurs within the Santa Ana Wash adjacent to Alabama
Street in the southeast corner of the base. Sparse riparian vegetation
dominated by mulefat occurs within the wash along a narrow perennial3 section of the Santa Ana River.

The alluvial scrub community within the river wash is known as Riversidean
Salluvial fan sage scrub, a sensitive plant community that is discussed further

in Section 3.4.5.4. In the vicinity of the base, the scrub is a relatively open
community characterized by California buckwheat, prickly pear (Opuntia
littoralis), scale broom (Lepidospartum squamatum), and schismus grass
(Schismus barbatus). Wash groundsel (Senecio douglasif, Spanish bayonet
(Yucca whippleo), and yerba santa (Eriodictyon trichocalyx) are common, as
is Santa Ana River woolly-star (Eriastrum densifolium ssp. sanctorum), an
endangered species (see Section 3.4.5.3). California juniper (Juniperus
ca/ifornica) is an occasional shrub. Commonly introduced (non-native)5 species include filaree and black mustard.

Prior to channelization of the Santa Ana River and base development,I Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub was probably the dominant plant
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community on the land occupied by the baee. Though not mapped in 3
Figure 3.4-4, small remnant patches of alluvial scrub occur on the base
north of the river levee in ares that are not mowed. At these areas
frequently intergrade with ruderal (i.e., weedy) communities, the non-native 3
component becomes more prevalent than in the channelized river wath.
California buckwheat, croton, Scale broom, and Santa Ana River woolly-star
are common natives. One such stand occurs to the northeast of the
runways in an area that has been used as a dump. Another stand that
includes California juniper occurs adjacent to the base boundary south of the
western portion of the gol course.

The golf course is in an area that formerly supported riparian-oak woodland
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1990). The native trees have been largely
replaced with landscape species such as gum trees (Eucalyptus app.), birch
(Betule sp.), cultivated California fan palms (Washingtoni. filfer.), pine trees
(Pinus spp.), and oleander bushes (Narium oleander). A few mature coast
live oak (Quercus agrifolis), one black willow, and several elderberry trees
remain. The five ponds on the golf course support limited amounts of marsh
and aquatic vegetation. Cattails (Typhe domingensis) are present in one
pond; other species present include sedges (Cwrex sp.), marsh pennywort U
(Hydrocotyle umbellate), nut-grass (Cyperus eragrostis), spike rush
(Eleocheis acicularis), and monkeyflower (Mimulus guttatus). 3
Most of the land surrounding base offices and housing has been landscaped.
A wide variety of tree species has been planted; some of the conspicuous

species include coast live oak, cork oak (Ouercus suber, sycamores U
(Pletanus spp.), eucalyptus, California fan palm, pepper trees (Schinus sp.),
and several pine species. Oleander is a common landscape shrub. Bermuda
grass (Cynodon dectylon) is the most prevalent grass on the base, though

fescues (Festuce spp.), bluegrasees (Poe app.), and other species are also
common.

The remaining areas of the base that are not landscaped support weedy
vegetation dominated by non-native grasses and weedy herbaceous species.
Common species include filaree, ripgut brome (&romus diandrus), Bermuda i
grass, fescue (Festuce megelure), slender wild oats (Avane barbete),
Russian thistle (Se/sole kale), black mustard, pigweed (Chenopodium album),

schismus, telegraph weed (Heterothece grandiflore), tumbleweed 3
(Arannthus albus), jimsonweed (Dature meteloides), sand bur (Ambrosia
acenthicerp), and golden aster (Chrysopsis villose). Most of these arm
are mowed regularly. Yerba santa is a native shrub occasionally occurring in
the ruderal areas in the eastern portion of the base. A small grove of
planted olive trees (Olee europee) occurs in the northeast corner of the
base. Several native palo verde trees (Cericidium floridum) are also present. 5
The 30-acre parcel in Highland is a vacant field surrounded by residential

development. With the exception of a baseball diamond in the southwest 1
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portion of the property an seven western sycamores (Petanus recemosa),
the vegetation is ruderal. Common species include filaree, bromegrass
(Bromus sop.), black mustard, jimsonweed, calabazills (Cucubite
foetid•s•na), and sand bur.

3.4.5.2 Widlife. The wildlife of Norton AFB includes species associated3 with urbanized areas, weedy grasslands, and the alluvial fan sage scrub and
wetand/riparlan communities on and near the base. Wildlife activity is
highest i the undisturbed habitats along the Santa Ana Wash and lowest in
areas disturbed by human activities and urbanization. Because little natural
habitat remains on base, overall wildlife diversity and density are low.

3 Common mammals of Norton AFB include the valley pocket gopher
(Thomomys bottee), California ground squirrel (SPwmophilus beechey,), deer
mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus), western harvest mouse (Reidthodontomys
mega/otds), blacktail jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), and Audubon's cottontail
(Sylvilagus audubonm) which frequent most habitat types on base. The San
Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus), discussed
in Section 3.4.5.3, is common on the base along the Santa Ana Wash and
also occurs in the olive grove at the northeast comer of the base. Coyotes
(Canis latrans) occur along the southeast border of the base. Adjacent to
the Santa Ana Wash is the base golf course where rodenticides are used for
rodent control. The poisoning of rodents (potential prey items) may pose a
potential hazard to predators, scavengers, and nontarget granivorous3 rodents such as the San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat.

Various bird species are known to occur on base as year-round residents,
winter residents, or transient visitors. Birds typical throughout the
developed and landscaped areas include the common raven (Corvus corax),
American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), scrub jay (Aphe/ocoma
coerulescens), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), western kingbird
(Tyrannus verticalis), Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), white-
crowned sparrow (Zonotrichias eucophrys), and house sparrow (Passer
domesticus). The western meadowlark (Sturnella neglects), loggerhead
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), and greater roadrunner (Geococcyx
caifornianus) are common throughout the base grasslands. Killdeer
(Charadrius vociferus) are found along the Santa Ana River and within the
small wetlands on the base. Large coast live oak trees are present on base,
and several near the northwest end of the runway provide a winter roosting
site for black-crowned night herons (Nyctanesse violacee). Band-tailed
pigeons (Columba fascista) also frequent the oaks. Red-tailed hawks (Outeo
jamaicensis), American kestrels (Felco sparvenus), and turkey vultures
(Cethartes aura) forage over the weedy grassland and scrub areas of the
base and may nest in the large sycamores, eucalyptus, and oaks on the
base. The burrowing owl (Athene cuniculana), listed by the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) as a Species of Special Concern,
occurs as a year-round resident on base in several locations near the
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runways and abandoned buildings. One burrowing owl has been seen
nesting In the culvert of a loading dock.

Several small ponds on the Norton AFB golf course provide habitat for ducks
and wading birds such as the mallard (Ans pltyrhynchos). northern pintadl I
(Ann acute), wood duck (Aix spons), American coot (Fuice anwicane),
and snowy egret (Egrette thu/). 3
The western fence lizard (&Sceporus occidentalis) and side-blotched lizard
(Ute stanabudane) are the most common reptiles on Norton AFB. The
California whiptail (Cnamidophorus tiris), western rattlesnake (Crota/ue
viridis), and red coachwhip (MUstcophis flagellum hnutudus) occur along
the less disturbed southeast edge of the base. The San Diego homed lizard 3
(Phrynosoma coronetum) and orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus
hyperythus), category 2 species for federal listing, may occur at the
southern border of the base along the Santa Ana Wash. The fine sandy
soils and presence of ants and other insect prey in the Santa Ana Wash
provide appropriate habitat for these species (see Section 3.4.5.3).

Because the flow of the Santa Ana River is intermittent, few amphibians are I
expected. Species that may occur include the western spadefoot
(Scaphiopus hammondit) and western toad (Bufo boreas). The small ponds
on base provide habitat for the western toed, bullfrog (Rana cetesbeiane),
and Pacific tree frog (Hyla regille).

3.4.5.3 Thoatened and Endangered Species. Based on known habitat U
requirements and distribution, a number of state and federally listed
threatened, endangered, and candidate species may occur at Norton AFB.
Table 3.4-9 summarizes information on habitat requirements and distribution I
of species listed or candidates for listing as federal or state threatened or
endangered or identified by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as
rare, threatened, or endangered.

Federally and state-listed or candidate species known to occur at Norton
AFB include the Santa Ana River woolly-star (Eriestrum densifolium sap. I
senctorum), Swainson's hawk (Muteo swainsonil, loggerhead shrike, San

Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat, and Los Angeles little pocket mouse
(Perognethus longimembris brevinnaus). The woolly-star, listed as I
endangered by the federal government and the state of California, was
observed in various areas of the base in July 1991 (Figure 3.4-5, for habitat
distribution). The species was common within the Santa Ana Wash along 3
the base's southeast boundary and was also observed in various locations
throughout the eastern portion of the base: both north and south of the
runways in frequently mowed ruderal vegetation, in scrub just north of the n
river levee, and in disturbed scrub near a dump. It also occurs adjacent to
the base south of the western portion of the golf course.

3
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3 Table 3.4-9. Threatened. Endangelred. and Candidate Species Potentally Occurring in the Vicinity

of Noton ARS
Page 1 of 3

Statumm

Name Federal State CNPS Habitat and Distribution

Greenest tiger beetle C1 Occurs in fine sandy substrate near
(Cinindela tranquebaica rparian habitats. Historically ranged
vir'disu'me) along the Santa Ann River from

Orange County to the bass of the
San Bernardino Mountains. May
occur in the Santa Ana Wash on

R i Norton AFB (USFWS, 1990).

San Diego homed lizard C2 CSC Occurs in sandy washes with
(Phrynosom. coronatum scattered low shrubs for cover
bleanvillw) (Stebbins, 1985). Has been

extirpated from most lowland areas
in southern California. May occur at
Norton AFB.

Orange-throated whiptail C2 CSC Inhabits washes and other sandy
(Cnemedophorus areas with rocks and patches of
hypwythrus) brush. Has been sighted 5 miles

south of Norton AFB (CDFG, 1991).
May occur on base.

Southwestern pond turtle C1 CSC Occurs in a variety of aquatic
(Clemmys marmorate habitats with both permanent and
pallida) intermittent water. Historically

found throughout southern
California. Only scattered
populations remain. May occur inthe golf course ponds at Norton AFB

Birds 
(USFWS, 1990).

Swainson's hawk T Habitat includes plains, range, and
(Butso swainsoni,) open hills. Has been observed on

Norton AFB (USFWS, 1990).
Burrowing owl CSC - Inhabits open grassland, prairies,

(Athene cuniculaie) farmland, and airfields. Occurs as aI year-round resident on base.
Least Bell's vireo E E - In summer, the vireos reside in

i Vireo bellii pusillus) lowland riparian woodlands. Known
to occur near Norton AFB (U.S. Air
Force, 1990e). Unlikely to occur on
base except incidentally due to ack
of habitat.

Loggerhead shrike C2 Forages over open or brushy areas.
(Lanius ludovicianus) Observed on Norton AFB.

I
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Table 3.4-9. Thretened. Endenllered, and Candidate Species Potentialy Occurr ing he inhOy 3
of Norton AFB

Page 2 of 3

Statusw

Name Federal State CNPS Habitat and Distribution

Stephen's kangaroo rat E T Norton AFB is located at the
(Dopodomys st~apnst) northern extent of the kangaroo

rat's range. Have been
observed within 5 miles south I
of the base. May occur at
Norton AFB (CDFG, 1991).

Los Angeles little pocket mouse C2 CSC Habitat includes open ground
(Perognathus longimembris with fine sandy substrate.
brevinasus) Historically occurred in the San

Femando-Burbank-Los Angeles
areas. Known to occur at
Norton AFB (USFWS, 1990).

San Bernardino Merriam's C2 - Inhabitats open ground with fine
kangaroo rat sandy soils. Collected in alluvial

(Dipodomys weriami parvus) scrub and olive tree habitats on
the base (USFWS, 1990)

Plants I
Santa Ana River woolly-star E E 1 B Occurs in alluvial fan sage

(Eriastrum densifolium ssp. scrub. Restricted to an 8-mile
sanctorum) stretch of the Santa Ana River I

floodplain from Norton AFB to
the mouth of the river canyon.
Observed at Norton by
biologists in Spring, 1991.

Slender-homed spineflower E E 1 B Occurs on sandy river terraces
(Dodacaheme leptoceres) and in washes. Has been

observed in association with the

Santa Ana River woolly-star in
the Santa Ana Wash within 2 I
miles of the base boundary.
May occur at Norton AFB
(CDFG, 1991).

I
S
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Tabl 3.4-9. Threatened. dangered. end a nddate Species POtentY Occuurg in OWe Vk y
of Noton AFS

Pae 3 of 3

Notes: (a) F-edeml Statue ateaemlned by USF'W)
E End•aWned; n danger atf w.aio throiughot d oe a elgiont pot•one of Its ran.
T Threatened; likey to bsos an endangered speces widdn the foreeeable future throug Od f ea

significant portion of its rage.
Cl Substantiam on-file if.msl•on on biologilo vunerability and threat Injoatas that proposing to list thse

V ae om d ang 1 or threatened is appropdate.
C2 Infoemation indkoau that proposing to ot those spoois is possibly appropriate, though mno data on

vulnerability and threat is neessary.

State Statue
E Listed a endcangered by the state of California.
T Listed a threatened by the state of California.
R Usted a rare by the state of California.
CE Candidate for Nolingo endangered by the state of California.
CSC CONS Spooies of Specil Conoen."

CNPS Statues
1B Rare, threatened, or endangered In California and lesewhere.
3 Plants about whioh more infommtion Is needed - a review list.

II
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I Six Swainson's hawks, listed as threatened by the state of California, were

observed during the 1990 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) surveys.
The loggerhead shrike was observed on the base in May-June 1990 and

* ~~~~~~July 1991, admay bea lclrsdn.OeLos Angeles little pocket

mouse was trapped by the USFWS on the base in the Santa Ana Wash.
The San Bernardino Merriam's Kangaroo rat is common on the base along
the Santa Ana Wash and is known to occur in the olive goeat theIgov
northeast corner of the base. Both are federal category 2 candidate
species, and the pocket mouse is also a CDFG species of special concern.

I Although not observed in the USFWS surveys or in a reconnaissance survey

conducted in July 1991, several additional listed and candidate species may
potentially occur at Norton AFB. The greenest tiger beetle (Ci'cindela

I tranquebarica viridissima), a federal category 1 candidate, may occur in theU ~Santa Ana Wash at Norton AFB. The San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma
coronatum blainvi/le,) and the orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus

I hyperthyrus), both category 2 candidates, may also occur in theI ~southeastern portion of the base. The southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys
marmoreta pal/ida) may inhabit the golf course ponds. The turtle is the only

I turtle native to the southwest and is a category 1 candidate for federalI listing. The Stephen's kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephens,), federally listed
as endangered and state listed as threatened, may occur, although none

I were trapped during the 1990 USFWS surveys. The slender-homedI ~spineflower (Dodecahema/leptoceras), listed as endangered by both federal
and state governments, may also occur along the southeast edge of Norton

S~within the Santa Ana Wash. It has been found in the wash within 2 miles

of the eastern base boundary.

I Though known to occur near Norton AFB (U.S. Air Force, 1 990e), the Least
Bell's vireo ( Vireo be/ll pusil/us) is a bird species unlikely to occur on base
except incidentally, due to the lack of well developed riparian forest.

S~3.4.5.4 Sensitive Habitats. Sensitive habitats include wetlands, plant

communities that are unusual or of limited distribution, and important
i seasonal use areas for wildlife (e.g., breeding areas). In the vicinity of

Norton AFB, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, wetlands, and riparian1 woodlands associated with the Santa Ania River are the primary sensitive
El habtats.Sensitive habitats are shown in Figure 3.4-5.

m" Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub is a native alluvial scrub community that
has greatly declined due to channelization of the Santa Ana River and5itnedevelopment inthe area. This community is considered "very

threatened" by the CDFG. Remnants of this native alluvial scrub community
.. occur on Norton AFB.

Wetlands are defined as "those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and duwation sufficient to support,

m and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
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typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions" (Federal Interagency 5
Committee for Wetland Delineation, 1989). Areas that are periodically wet
but do not meet all three criteria (hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and
wetland hydrology) are not jurisdictional wetlands subject to Section 404 of
the Federal Clean Water Act. Areas that have been disturbed or that are
classified as problem area wetlands, however, may not meet all three
criteria as a result of natural or human-induced causes, yet are still classified
as wetlands.

Aerial photographs (January 1991) and a base tour (May 1991) indicated
that at least one wetland was present in a drainage ditch on the base. A I
field survey was conducted on July 11, 1991, to confirm this and to

determine the amount of wetland present. The routine on-site method,
plant community assessment procedure, was used for the two drainage
ditches along the northern base boundary. The western drainage (an
unnamed tributary to Warm Creek) has recently been cleared of most of the
vegetation. The other channelized drainage (City Creek) was dry except I
where a culvert discharged water from the north. Both have an enhanced

water supply, apparently from landscape irrigation runoff.

Based on field evidence, both areas delineated are jurisdictional wetlands.
The unnamed drainage meets all three wetland criteria, even though recent

clearing has greatly reduced plant cover and disturbed the soils. The area of I
this wetland is 0.9 acre. The small wetland area (less than 0.1 acre) in City
Creek meets the vegetation and hydrology criteria, and the sandy soils fall
under the problem area wetland category. Regular erosion and deposition of I
sediments in City Creek during winter runoff events (when most vegetation

is dormant) do not allow development of hydric soils, but the area is

functionally a wetland. Ponds on the golf course are not jurisdictional I
wetlands as long as they are actively maintained.

A portion of the Santa Ana Wash crosses the southeast corner of Norton 3
AFB. Most of the wash is not a jurisdictional wetland, although areas of
riparian woodland and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occur at intervals

along or in the wash. A narrow low-flow channel from a culvert under
Alabama Street contained flowing water in July 1991. High-energy storm

runoff events in winter and spring, along with the sandy soils and varying
channel location, prevent the development of hydric soils. These flows also 3
limit plant growth. Consequently, this channel is classified in the problem
wetland category. Some wetland plant species were present, and the
hydrology criterion was met. Considering the primarily natural disturbances,

this channel qualifies as a jurisdictional wetland. Variability in location and
width make mapping difficult, although an approximate location is shown in
Figure 3.4-5. 5

I
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3.4.6 Cultural Resources

Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic sites, buildings,
structures, districts, objects, or any other physical evidence of human
activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or community for
scientific, traditional, religious, or any other reason. Cultural resources
include archaeological resources, historic structures/resources, and Native
American resources. For the purposes of this EIS, cultural resources are
also defined to include paleontological resources. The ROI for cultural
resources includes all areas within the boundaries of Norton AFB and any
off-base areas where ground-disturbing activities may occur in connection
with rouse plans.

I Numerous laws and regulations require federal agencies to consider the
effects of proposed actions on cultural resources. These laws and
regulations stipulate a process for compliance, define the responsibilities of
the federal agency proposing the action, and prescribe the relationship
among other involved agencies (e.g., State Office of Historic Preservation,
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation [ACHPI). Compliance with

requirements of these laws and regulations ideally involves four basic steps:
(1) identification of cultural resources that could be affected by the
Proposed Action or other alternatives, (2) evaluation of the importance of

these resources in terms of criteria for eligibility for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP), (3) assessment of the impacts or effects of these
actions on cultural resources on, or eligible for listing on, the NRHP (defined

as historic properties), and (4) development and implementation of measures
to eliminate or reduce adverse impacts. Only those potential historic
properties eligible for the NRHP are subject to protection by a federal

agency.

The primary law governing treatment of cultural resources is the National

Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). In compliance with the NHPA, the Air
Force will continue consultation with the California SHPO required under
Section 106 of the act. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
provides for consideration of cultural resources prior to ground disturbance
for non-federal projects.

3 3.4.6.1 Cultural History of the Area. The prehistory and history of the
Norton AFB area are summarized in a cultural resource report prepared by
Tetra Tech, Inc. (1991). Native Americans have lived in the interior of
southern California since around 10,000 B.C. The Norton AFB region was
occupied by the Serrano, Cahuilla, and Gabrieleno people. In 1860, over
3,000 Native Americans lived in San Bernardino County. After 1862,
disease and encroachments on their land and culture led to continued
population decline.
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The first Spanish explorer to enter the San Bernardino County area was
Pedro Fages in 1772. Subsequent Spanish settlement of California was
initially tied to the establishment of missions. Spanish rule was overthrown
by Mexico in 1821, and secularization of mission lands was begun in 1833.

In 1848, California became a U.S. possession, and in 1850 it became a
state. The development of the railroads and the citrus industry led to rapid
population growth and to a land boom in San Bernardino County in the
1880s.

The San Bernardino Air Depot (later Norton AFB) was officially activated in I
1942. In 1950 the name was changed to Norton AFB (see Section 3.2).
During the archival research by Tetra Tech, Inc. (1991), aerial photographs

indicated that, before the building of the Air Depot, the area now
encompassed by Norton AFB was agricultural with the exception of a
commercial hangar and an airstrip.

3.4.6.2 Archaeological Resources. Concurrence has been reached between
the SHPO and the Air Force on the determination that no historic properties
occur on Norton AFB property.

Despite intensive archaeological survey, no prehistoric sites have been
previously recorded on Norton AFB or within 1 mile of the base boundaries I
(Tetra Tech, Inc., 1991).

Attempts to locate four historic water ditches mentioned in archival sources i
have been unsuccessful during all field investigations. An evaluation of an
historic trash dump, CA-SBR-6096H, resulted in a determination of non-

eligibility for listing on the NRHP.

Following an extensive literature search, the possibility of buried resources
existing beneath the 30-acre noncontiguous parcel in Highland was negated. I
The SHPO concurred with the Air Force determination, and noted that there

was little likelihood that cultural resources existed along City Creek. SHPO
agreed that the Air Force had conducted an adequate investigative effort to I
identify historic properties located on Norton AFB.

3.4.6.3 Historic Structures and Resources. An architectural inventory of 3
World War II structures completed for Norton AFB concluded that no

facilities were considered significant under National Register criteria. The
SHPO has concurred with this determination. 3
Both San Bernardino and Redlands have historic structures potentially

exposed to noise levels generated by aircraft activity on base. However,

recent studies have shown that structural damage due to aircraft noise
would not be likely to occur more than 50 feet from the existing runway

pavement. No off-base structures exist within 50 feet of the runway. 1
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3 Because there is no possible impact to off-basa structures caused by aircraft

noise, an inventory of historic structures in San Bernardino and Redlands is
not necessary for this EIS.

3.4.6.4 Native American Resources. Consultation was initiated with the
Native American Heritage Commission to ascertain whether or not any

Native American group or individual has concern with or can identify sacred
areas within the Norton AFB environs. No such areas were identified.

3.4.6.5 P6 alololcal Resources. No fossil remains have been Identified
or recorded in the ROL. No fossil remains have been found on the base and

none are expected given the depth of alluvium and rec•nt scouring3 (Carmichael, 1991).

I
I
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I 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

5 4.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with
the Proposed Action and alternatives. To provide the context in which
potential environmental impacts may occur, discussions of potential changes
to the local communities, including population, land use and aesthetics.
transportation, and community and public utility services, are included In
this EIS. In addition, issues related to current and future nmangement of
hazardous materials and wastes are discussed. Impacts to the physical and
natural environment are evaluated for soils and geology, water resources, air
quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources. Thes impacts
may occur as a direct result of disposal and reuse activities or as an indirect

result caused by changes within the local communities. Cumulative impacts
and possible mitigation measures to minimize or eliminate the environmental
impacts are also presented.

Cumulative impacts result from *the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of timee (Council on Environmental Quality,
1978). Cumulative impacts are discussed by resource in this chapter.

Means of mitigating adverse environmental impacts that may result from
implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives are discussed as
required by NEPA. Potential mitigation measures depend upon the particular

resource affected. In general, however, mitigation measures are defined in
CEQ regulations as actions that include:

I (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or
parts of an action

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
action and its implementation

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring th
affected environment

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation
and maintenance operations during the life of the action

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.

I
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Future reuse of the base is uncertain in its scope, activities, and timing. 3
This EIS addresses these un .eaeinties by evaluating alternative reuse
scenarios intended to encomi. i= c a range of reasonably foreseeable reuses
and their environmental impacw., 3
Alternatives are defined for this analysis on the basis of 1) plans of local
communities and interested individuals, (2) general land use planning

considerations, and (3) Air Force generated plans to provide a broad range
of reuse options. Reuse scenarios considered in this EIS must be sufficiently

developed to permit environmental analysis. Initial concepts and plans are
taken as starting points for scenarios to he analyzed. Available information
on any reuse alternative is then supplemented with economic, demographic,

transportation, and other planning data to provide a reuse scenario for
analysis. Conversion of Norton AFB property for civilian use is examined
over approximately 20 years.

4.2 LOCAL COMMUNITY i

4.2.1 Community Setting 3
Reuse of Norton AFB would result in changes in employment and population
in the ACS and the San Bernardino-Riverside county region. Without reuse

of Norton AFB, population in the ACS is expected to increase 26 percent 3
between 1995 and 2015 to approximately 454,200. The San Bernardino-
Riverside county population is projected to increase 36 percent to a total of

about 4,700,000 by 2015.

Employment and population generated by the implementation of the
Proposed Action and each alternative are discussed herein as influencing I
factors that could result in impacts on the biophysical environment. A

complete assessment of socioeconomic effects is provided in the
Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study being prepared separately and I
concurrently with this EIS.

In order to provide a basis for comparison of the Proposed Action, reuse 3
alternatives, and the No-Action Alternative, the influencing factors and
resulting impacts are reported for the property available for disposal. They

do not include employment and population associated with the BMO I
facilities or military family housing to be retained by the Air Force which are

not available for reuse. Employment and population associated with BMO
and the housing would remain in the ROI after closure regardless of the 3
disposition of the base. Baseline employment directly related to the base

property identified for disposal consists of 50 personnel in the DMT and an
additional 20 secondary jobs. The following sections describe employment

and population effects of each reuse alternative relative to this baseline.
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S4.2.1.1 Proposed Action. It is estimated that the redevelopment activities

at Norton AFB under the Proposed Action would generate approximately
30,300 direct and 23,000 secondary jobs by the year 2015. About 37,700
of these jobs would occur within the ACS. Direct jobs would be located on
base property and in primarily the ACS, whereas secondary jobs would be
created throughout San Bernardino and Riverside counties. Figure 4.2-1
shows the effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on employment
and population in the ACS.

Population in the San Bernardino-Riverside county region would increase by
approximately 34,300 as a result of new civilian jobs. The majority of in-
migrants are expected to locate in the ACS. The Proposed Action is
estimated to result in an increase of 20,700 in the ACS population by 2015.
This represents nearly 5 percent increase in population within the ACS
compared to the baseline projected out to the year 2015 (see Figure 4.2-1).
The communities likely to experience the largest increases in population are

the cities of San Bernardino, Redlands, and Highland. The Proposed Action
would generate positive economic benefits by increasing employment and3 earnings in the region.

4.2.1.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. The level of economic activity
under this alternative would be less than reported for the Proposed Action.
It is projected that reuse of Norton AFB would generate 22,800 direct jobs
and 19,900 secondary jobs by 2015. About 28,900 of these jobs would
occur within the ACS. The population in the San Bernardino-Riverside
county region would increase by 26,300, and population in the ACS is
projected to increase by 15,700 by 2015 (see Figure 4.2-1). This

represents an approximately 3.5 percent increase over the baseline

population for the ACS projected to 2015. This alternative would have
similar economic benefits as the Proposed Action.

5 4.2.1.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Altemative. This alternative would

generate 18,100 direct jobs and 16,200 secondary jobs by 2015. About
23,100 of these jobs would occur within the ACS. The San Bernardino-

Riverside county population under this alternative is projected to increase by
approximately 21,000, with the population in the ACS increasing by 12,500
by 2015. This represents an approximately 3 percent increase over
projected post-closure baseline population for the ACS (see Figure 4.2-1).
This alternative would also have positive economic benefits, although
somewhat less than the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use

i Alternative.

4.2.1.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. It is projected that this alternative would
generate approximately 25,500 direct and 19,800 secondary jobs by the

year 2015. About 31,400 of these jobs would occur within the ACS. The
population of San Bernardino and Riverside counties would increase by5 28,800 as a result, and the population in the ACS is projected to increase
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by 17,300 by 2015. This represents an approximate 4 percent increase
over the baseline population for the ACS projected to 2015 (see
Figure 4.2-1). Benefits would be similar to the Proposed Action and other

alternatives.

4.2.1.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Other land use concepts would be
initiated on an individual basis rather than as part of an integrated reuse

alternative. Therefore, the potential effects of these proposals are
discussed in relation to the Proposed Action and the other comprehensive
reuse alternatives. Table 4.2-1 summarizes employment and population
effects from each land use concept in combination with each alternative.
These effects are relative to the alternatives without the independent land
use. Decreases indicate that the land use concept would generate less
employment or population than the alternative's land use designation for the
location under consideration.

4.2.1.6 No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, only
caretaker status activities would occur at the base. It is estimated that the
caretaker activities at Norton AFB would involve approximately 50 direct
DMT and 20 secondary jobs through the year 2015.

4.2.2 Land Use and Aesthetics

This section discusses the Proposed Action and alternatives relative to land

use, planning, and zoning to determine potential impacts in terms of land
use and aesthetics. Land use compatibility with aircraft noise is discussed
here and in Section 4.4.4.

4.2.2.1 Proposed Action

On-Base Land Use. The Proposed Action would result in substantial change

in the overall pattern of land use on base by reducing the variety of
relatively small land use areas into two general land use areas:
airfield/aviation support and OIP. Specific changes in on-base land uses

associated with the Proposed Action are:

"* All existing residential land on base (not including portions
retained by the Air Force) would become 01P.

" The proposed OIP would absorb the medical, commercial,
residential, and recreational areas on the northwest side of the
airfield, much of the existing industrial-use area, and open areas
along the west boundary of the base. A portion of the
southwestern CZ, currently open space, would be developed for
warehouse industrial use.

"* Recreational, open areas, and industrial areas on the northeast
side of the base would be converted to commercial, office, and
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Table 4.2-1. Employment and Population Effects of Other Land Use Concepts

Secondary
Direct Employment Employment Population

Land Use Concept Reuse Alternative Effects Effects Effects

U.S. Department of Proposed Action -2,992 -2.334 -2.952
Interior (spomor). Airport with Mixed Use -778 -685 -779
City/County parks Aircraft Maintenance Center 11 10 11

Non-Aviation 24 19 24 I
U.S. Department of Proposed Action -629 -491 -621
Agriculture. Forest Airport with Mixed Use -368 -324 -368
Service (west site) Airport Maintenance Center -368 -335 -370 I

Non-Aviation -286 -226 -283

U.S. Department of Proposed Action -1,234 -963 -1,217
Agriculture. Forest Airport with Mixed use -665 -585 -666
Service (east site) Airport Maintenance Center 146 132 146

Non-Aviation 150 -119 -148

U.S. Department of Proposed Action -140 -109 -138
Agriculture, Airport with Mixed Use -29 -26 -29I
Forest Service-Office and Aircraft Maintenance Center -29 -26 -29
Warehouse sites Non-Aviation -29 -26 -29

U.S. Department of Proposed Action -40 -31 -39
Education (sponsor), Airport with Mixed Use -40 -35 -40
State/Community Aircraft Maintenance Center -40 -36 -40
Higher Education Non-Aviation -40 -32 -40

U.S. Department of Proposed Action -1,021 -796 -1,007 I
Veterens Affairs Airport with Mixed use -87 -77 -87

Aircraft Maintenance Center -87 -79 -87
Non-Aviation -87 -69 -86 I

U.S. Postal Service Proposed Action -81 -63 -80
Airport with Mixed Use 369 325 369
Aircraft Maintenance Center 369 336 371
Non-Aviation 369 292 365

McKinney Act/ Proposed Action -1400 -109' -1380

Homeless Housing Airport with Mixed Use 0 0 0
Aircraft Maintenance Center 0 0 0
Non-Aviation 0 0 0

San Bernardino County Proposed Action -265 -207 -261
Work Furlough Program Airport with Mixed Use -265 -233 -265

Aircraft Maintenance Center -265 -241 -266
Non-Avistion -265 -209 -262

Aggregate Mining Proposed Action -32 -25 -32
Airport with Mixed Use -32 -28 -32
Aircraft Maintenance Center N/A N/A N/A I
Non-Aviation -352 -278 -348

'Or more INote: Effects ae relative to employment and population projected for each alternative.

II
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retail uses along Third Street, and aviation support uses toward
the airfield.

"" The proposed aviation support area would be larger than the
existing aviation support area. It would include areas currently
used for temporary housing, open areas on the north side of the
airfield, the existing field-training institutional/educational area,I and the southern and easternmost portion of the existing
industrial-use area.

" Four existing golf course holes within the FAA RPZ would beI relocated and the land left clear as part of the airfield.
Replacement holes would be constructed in an adjacent area
that is currently open. While it is desirable to keep the RPZ
clear, golf courses are normally acceptable within the RPZ,
outside the object-free area, as buffers between airfields and
surrounding land use areas (Federal Aviation Administration,
1989).

"* The area on the south side of the airfield currently used for
*I munitions storage would be left open.

"* The 30-acre parcel in Highland would continue to be used for
* recreation under the Proposed Action.

The proposed on-base land uses would be internally compatible. The OIP
development would also be compatible with the area to be retained by the

I Air Force for the BMO. The Air Force officer housing would be adjacent to
new OIP development. This has a potential for adverse impacts, depending

on the specific uses developed adjacent to the housing areas. Industrial3 uses that create noise, lighting, and/or heavy traffic (especially truck traffic)
could be incompatible. Office uses would generally be compatible, provided
that adequate landscape buffers are included and traffic is channeled away
from the residential area. The NCO housing to be retained by the Air Force

would be across Third Street from new commercial office and retail
development and aviation support. This would not be a significant change
in land use type, but in the long term, when the new passenger terminal is

constructed, the land use intensity would be greater.

Several easements, licenses, and permits would likely be in effect at base
closure (see Table 3.2-1). Most of them are for roads, utilities, or flood
control and would not be expected to adversely affect the Proposed Action
if they were continued under the new ownership. Agreements/leases/
permits with CSE Repeater Company, American Federation of Government
Employees Local 1485, and California Business Enterprises have indefinite

time periods and can be terminated by the Air Force. The Defense Logistics

Agency's lease expires in December 1995, shortly after closure. This
organization could continue as an interim user without adversely affecting
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the Proposed Action. The Norton Credit Union has a lease that extends to 3
2006 and may use office space in the BMO area.

In 1990, the city of San Bernardino adopted a concept plan which defines
land use areas for the base after closure. The concept plan proposes to I
zone the base property for commercial airport and OIP uses. The Proposed
Action is generally consistent with the city's proposed zoning for the base

with respect to types of land uses. There are some differences in the
boundaries of the golf course and aviation support area. The Proposed
Action also includes a commercial area and warehouse industrial area, which
are not identified in the proposed zoning. The new zoning has not been
officially adopted; however, so there is no conflict.

Adjacent Land Use and Zoning. The Proposed Action would involve i
extensive demolition and redevelopment which would give the project area a
distinctive quality in relation to surrounding areas. It would lie between

relatively open areas to the south and diffused, small-scale, mixed uses to
the north. Even with the fence removed, a clear edge around the
redeveloped base land would remain. South, east, and southwest of the

base land is primarily open with some industrial and agricultural use. The lot
sizes tend to be larger and more homogenous in use. The Proposed Action,

with its larger cohesive land use areas, would be similar to these areas,
particularly with other redevelopment areas like Tri-City, South Valley, and I
the Southeast Industrial Area. There would be more of a contrast with the
older, mixed use areas north of the base.

The proposed on-base land uses would be generally compatible with the

existing off-base land uses. Areas of potential land use conflict are:

" Areas to be used for OIP on the west side of the base
(previously open space) have the potential for adversely
affecting low-density residential uses in areas close to the base
boundaries.

" Proposed OIP, aviation support, commercial, office, and retail
uses have the potential for adversely affecting residential uses in
areas north of the base. New commercial development and
traffic from the passenger terminal could have a negative impact
on the residences along Third Street.

" There is a small area adjacent to the southern boundary of the
base property zoned for heavy industrial use wedged between
the golf course and the Santa Ana Wash (see Figure 3.2-6). I
Although this area is presently undeveloped, any future uses
would require a Development or Conditional Use Permit and
would go through the prescribed review process. Most uses I
would be acceptable, with the exception of activities that
produce undesirable odors and glare, or attract birds, which
could conflict with airfield use.

4-8 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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3 *Warehouse industrial development between the airfield and the

Santa Ana River at the southwest corner of the base would be
consistent with the industrial zoning of the area but could be
inconsistent with plans for the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail
System. The Master Plan for the trail system proposes to have
a bicycle trail along the levee and develop camping, picnic3 facilities, and regional park open space in the area.

Land Use Plans and Regulations. The Proposed Action would relate to
regional plans of SCAG, the General Plan for the city of San Bernardino, and
the San Bernardino Development Code. On a regional level, the primary
issues are the jobs/housing balance and regional transportation. The
Proposed Action would improve the jobs/housing balance in the region by
increasing employment in the urbanizing subregions of southern California,
which have historically acted as bedroom communities for employment
centers in Los Angeles and Orange counties. However, the increased
employment would also generate population growth which would, in turn,
increase demand for residential properties. This would likely expand
residential development into rural areas to the north and east. Increasing3 employment in the San Bernardino area will only partially address the
jobs/housing imbalance until more housing is provided in the urbanized
communities.

Many of the base buildings, roads, and utilities are not in conformance with
the City of San Bernardino Development Code. Under the Proposed Action,
all substandard facilities would be demolished and replaced with new
construction in compliance with the code. Several complying structures
would also be torn down as part of the overall redevelopment. Many
existing streets within the proposed OIP are narrower than the minimum
64-foot width required by the city of San Bernardino for commercial streets.
As a result of upgrading and widening the streets, existing buildings could
be in violation of minimum setback requirements for commercial and
industrial facilities under the City of San Bernardino Development Code.
Until they were replaced, facilities that are not in compliance with the
Development Code would be allowed as nonconforming uses (unless they

posed a health or safety hazard). Stipulations for nonconforming uses are in
the Development Code. Continuing nonconforming residential uses in an
industrial zone would not be permissible after the year 2009. Under the

Development Code, new industrial development on base would require a
Development Permit, be reviewed for land use compatibility, and be required
to comply with prescribed setbacks, signage, building design, and
landscaping to buffer adjacent areas from potential impacts.

The City of Highland General Plan identifies the area adjacent to the base for
development as a business park with light industrial, research, and office
activities. The General Plan acknowledges that the existing mixed use area
has some incompatible uses and is of poor quality. The city of Highland

intends to consolidate similar uses and intensify industrial-type uses along
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the northern base boundary in response to future new development on base
property. Industrial/commercial uses in areas closest to the airfield would be
compatible with the Proposed Action.

The city of Redlands is separated from base reuse development by the Santa
Ana Wash and would only be affected by indirect impacts from increased
traffic congestion on north/south and east/west arterial streets. The EVCDS
area is generally focused on increased industrial and commercial land uses
along the 1-10 and SR-30 corridors, which would be compatible with airport
and OIP activities on base. 3
Airport Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses. Under the Proposed Action,
Air Force AICUZ guidelines would be replaced by FAA land use compatibility
criteria outlined in FAA Advisory Circulars, including Noise Control and
Compatibility Planning for Airports, Airport Land Use Compatibility Planning,
Airport Design, and Airport Master Plans. FAR Part 150 prescribes the

procedures, standards, and methodologies governing the development, I
submission, and review of airport noise exposure maps and airport noise
compatibility programs. 3
The FAA safety criteria also differ from AICUZ criteria. The FAA RPZ at
each end of the runway (also known as clear zone) would be a fan-shaped
area starting 200 feet from the runway threshold and extending 2,500 feet I
out. The width of this zone would be 1,000 feet nearest the runway and
1,750 feet at the other end. This is 130 acres smaller than the Air Force
CZ. The FAA does not identify any other restrictions comparable to the Air I
Force APZs.

Under the Proposed Action, four golf course fairways that currently lie
directly in front of the runway threshold would be relocated to the edge of
the southwest RPZ. As noted above, golf courses are normally acceptable
uses in RPZs. The relocation would enhance public safety, however. No I
new development is proposed within the northeast RPZ.

The City of San Bernardino Development Code currently includes land use 3
restrictions in five Airport Overlay Districts based on the AICUZ. Under the
Proposed Action, Airport Overlay Districts I and II which relate to accident

potential would no longer be needed. The other three districts, which relate
to noise, could be substantially decreased to reflect the projected reduction
in noise. Figure 4.2-2 shows the reduction in area that would be subject to
an Airport Overlay District, based on projected worst-case noise conditions3
anticipated to occur in 2005 (see Section 4.4.4). At that time,
approximately 780 acres would be exposed to DNL 65 dB or above. Within
San Bernardino, most of this area would be confined to base property. A 3
small area southwest of the runway threshold extends beyond the base
boundary. It is zoned for industrial use and currently includes six
nonconforming residences. It should be noted that noise levels in the year 3
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I
2015 are projected to be less than in 2005 due to anticipated improvements
in aircraft required by Aviation Safety and Capacity Expansion Act (1990).
Thus, another revision to the Development Code may be warranted in the
future.

By the year 2005, a small area in the city of Highland would be exposed to
DNL above 65 dB. This area is within the Santa Ana Wash and is currently
used for aggregate mining. All other jurisdictions, including Redlands, Loma
Linda, Colton, Rialto, and Fontana would no longer be exposed to noise
levels above DNL 65 dB due to aircraft operations at Norton.

Aesthetics. The OIP development under the Proposed Action would
substantially alter the visual character of the base by replacing existing
buildings and grounds with a park-like setting of new buildings and

extensive landscaping. The overall impact could be beneficial. Proposed
road improvements along Tippecanoe and new OIP development in this area

could have a potentially adverse effect on the palm-lined parkway by
eliminating all or portions of it or developing the surrounding areas in such a
way that the distinctiveness of the parkway is lost or diminished.

Relocation of the four golf course fairways could have a beneficial effect on I
the golf course by offsetting it from airfield and airfield support structures.
The scale and design of aviation support and OIP development directly

adjacent to the military housing areas could have an adverse visual effect on I
the housing areas.

In general, off-base areas with views of the base would not be adversely 3
affected by the proposed development. Over time, road improvements and
base redevelopment would visually integrate the base into the community.

This could have a beneficial effect on certain areas near the base. I
Warehousing in the southwest comer of the base could affect views along

the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail System.

Cumulative Impacts. Other redevelopment projects in combination with the
Proposed Action would bring land use patterns in the area closer to the

objectives of the General Plans of communities in the ROI. Improvement in i
any area can be expected to have a synergistic effect in promoting and

attracting investment and development in surrounding areas.

Mitigation Measures. Potential adverse impacts from the Proposed Action

could be mitigated by designing and landscaping proposed industrial
development adjacent to residential areas giving consideration to the
existing scale, character, and sensitivity of these areas. Landscaping and

screening would also mitigate adverse effects from warehouse development
on the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail System. With mitigation, warehousing

and recreational uses could be compatible.

4-12 Norton AFO Disposal end Reuse FEIS
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4.2.2.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative

On-Base Land Use. The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would result in

the least overall changes in land use on base. There would be some
reorganization of land use areas as a result of the realignment of Tippecanoe
Avenue and Del Rosa Drive and consolidation of airfield and aviation support
areas, but, in general, the multiple land uses presently found on the base
would continue. This alternative also involves using more of the existing
facilities on base, although substandard facilities would be demolished and
replaced. The changes in on-base land use are described below.

"* The industrial warehousing area on the west side of the base
would be expanded into the open space along the west base
boundary.

" The new alignment of Tippecanoe Avenue would eliminate some
existing recreational and residential areas. It would become the
boundary between industrial/commercial land use areas to the
east and residential/recreational areas to the west.

* The commercial land use area would expand to the south and
absorb the existing educational facilities on the base.

n *Aviation support areas would include existing aviation support,
some existing industrial use areas, the existing flight training
facilities, a portion of the existing airfield, all the industrial and
recreational areas on the northeast side of the base, and open
land on the north side of the airfield.

"" Development of warehousing in a portion of the southwestern
CZ would be the same as described for the Proposed Action.

"" Golf course realignment would be the same as under the
Proposed Action.

"* The area on the south side of the airfield, currently used for
munitions storage, would become open area, as with the
Proposed Action.

n Like the Proposed Action, the 30-acre parcel in Highland would
be used for recreation.

On-base land use relationships under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
would be similar to preclosure conditions. The residential area would be
compatible with the adjacent officer housing to be retained by the Air Force,
and proposed warehouse use on the west side of the base would be
compatible with the BMO complex. The realigned Tippecanoe-Del Rosa
corridor would separate residential and recreational uses from potentially
incompatible office/industrial uses, but the roadway itself could expose
residents to high levels of traffic and noise if not adequately buffered. The
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I
aviation support development across Third Street from the NCO housing
would be similar to the Proposed Action. U
Impacts from easements, licenses, and permits on base property would be

the same as described for the Proposed Action. I
The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would not be consistent with the
proposed (but not yet adopted) zoning for the base. Specifically, the

residential, recreational, medical, and commercial areas would be
inconsistent with the proposed zoning.

Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning. This alternative would retain a land use
pattern which is similar to surrounding areas. The mixture of smaller land
use areas on the northwest side of the base is similar in scale and diversity
to the existing mixed use areas to the north and northwest in the cities of
San Bernardino and Highland. With the base fence removed, there would be

a less perceptible distinction between the scale and pattern of structures I
and roadways of on-base and off-base areas. Land uses would be more
readily integrated into the surrounding community than under the Proposed
Action. Residents in existing areas north of the base would be attracted to I
medical, recreational, and commercial facilities on base. Potential land use
conflicts between this alternative and surrounding areas are:

* Areas to be used for warehousing on the west side of the base
(previously open land) have the potential for adversely affecting
low-density residential uses in areas close to the base
boundaries.

* New aviation support facilities uses have the potential for
adversely affecting residential uses in areas on the north side of
the bass.

Potential conflicts between the off-base area adjacent to the
southern boundary of the base and airfield use, as well as
between warehousing and the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail

e m. er, would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

Land Use Ploiti and Regulations. Like the Proposed Action, the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative would tend to improve the jobs/housing balance in

the region and be consistent with SCAG goals.

Requirements of the City of San Bernardino Development Code would be as

described for the Proposed Action. Until replaced, facilities not in
compliance with the code would be nonconforming uses. Because this

alternative would involve more extensive use of existing facilities, there
could be more nonconforming uses than with the Proposed Action. I
Nonconforming residential uses would have to be replaced by 2009. New

development would require an application for a Development Permit, at
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which time It would be reviewed for compatibility and subject to
landscaping, signage, setback, and building design requirements.

This alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action in its relationship to
the cities of Highland and Redlands.

Airport Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses. Under this alternative, the
airfield would operate as a civilian airport and be subject to the same safety
zone restrictions and land use compatibility guidelines described for the
Proposed Action. The area exposed to ONL 65 dB and above would be
marginally smaller than under the Proposed Action. Similar changes to the
City of San Bernardino Development Code would be appropriate.

I Aesthetics. Visual impacts on the palm-lined parkway along Tippecanoe,
the golf course, and adjacent to the proposed Santa Ana River Corridor Trail
System would be as described for the Proposed Action. The Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative differs from the Proposed Action in that it retains
existing facilities on the western portion of the base rather than replacing
them with new OIP development. Retaining these facilities would result in
less change in the visual character of the base, compared to the Proposed
Action, which would more significantly alter the property's visual character.
Dormitories or other multi-family residential uses would be developed or
retained east of the existing officer housing area, resulting in less potential
for visual impacts on this area than from the nonresidential uses planned3 under the Proposed Action and a more gradual visual transition.

Cumulative Impacts. The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would not
result in cumulative land use impacts in combination with other projects in

the ROI.

Mitigation Measures. Potential conflicts between aviation support and

industrial areas and adjacent residential or recreation areas could be
mitigated through vegetative screening, setbacks, and site design. In

particular, screening should be used along the new Del Rosa-Tippecanoe
corridor to reduce noise and traffic impacts on adjacent residential areas.
Traffic within the residential areas could be channeled to a few intersections
with the new corridor, so that high-speed vehicles are limited in access to

residential streets.

4.2.2.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center

On-Base Land Use. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would
result in similar on-base land uses to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
for much of the base. The differences include aggregate mining on the
northeast side of the base and fewer aircraft operations. This alternative
would involve less flight activity, resulting in reduction in aircraft noise
relative to the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use alternatives.
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Changes in on-base land use from preclosure conditions are the same as for
the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative (see Section 4.2.2.2) with the

following differences:

" The aviation support area would be smaller than the Airport with I
Mixed Use Alternative and would include some existing industrial
areas along the west ramp, existing aviation support areas and
flight training facilities, a portion of the airfield, and some open I
area on the north side of the airfield.

" The northeast side of the airfield would be used for aggregate
mining operations in areas that include existing industrial,
recreational, and open lands (including the landfill area) and
portions of the existing northeast airfield CZ.

"* Uke the Proposed Action, the 30-acre parcel in Highland would
be used for recreation.

On-base land use relationships in the western half of the base would be the
same as under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. In the eastern half of
the base, aggregate mining could coexist with airfield uses, provided that
mining facilities and operations were sited and conducted so as not to
interfere with aviation activities. Specifically, no facilities or equipment
would be permitted to penetrate the glide slope for the runway, and
operations would have to be conducted such that no smoke or dust could
impair pilot visibility. The settling pond used in aggregate processing could
attract waterfowl and other birds, which would present a potential air-strike
hazard. The location of the pond would be an important factor in minimizing
this risk, and mitigation may be required to discourage waterfowl from
congregating at the pond.

Impacts from easements, licenses, and permits on base property would be

the same as described for the Proposed Action.

This alternative would not be consistent with the proposed (but not yet

adopted) zoning for the base. The same inconsistencies would exist as
under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Aggregate mining would also
be inconsistent. The portion of this land use in the Santa Ana Wash would
fall within the Biological Resource Management (BRM) and Mineral Resource
Zone (MRZ) overlays of the City of San Bernardino General Plan. It would
also fall within the 100-year flood hazard zone.

Adjacent Land Use and Zoning. As in the Airport with Mixed Use I
Alternative, the mixture of land use areas in the western half of the base
would be similar in scale and diversity to existing mixed use areas to the

north and northwest in the cities of San Bernardino and Highland. Potential
conflicts between proposed warehouse development and the future
development of the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail System would be the
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same as described for the Proposed Action. Aggregate mining operations in
the eastern half of the base would be compatible with existing mining

operations in the Santa Ana Wash across Alabama/Palm Avenue. However,
existing and future residential uses in areas north of Third Street between

Victoria and Alabama/Palm Avenue and the NCO housing area could be

adversely affected by noise, truck traffic, and the large-scale mining
operations and facilities. This potential impact would be less the farther

south and east that mining operations are concentrated. The area
immediately north of Third Street is zoned by the city of Highland for
commercial and industrial use, which could be compatible with mining.

Most of this land is currently vacant. Aggregate mining could adversely
affect future recreational use of the Santa Ana Wash.

I Land Use Plans and Regulations. The Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative would tend to improve the job/housing balance in the region and

be consistent with SCAG goals. As with the Proposed Action and other

alternatives, new development would require Development Permits and
would be reviewed for compatibility with the San Bernardino Development

m Code.

Proposed aggregate mining activities would undergo a similar process, but

the Development Code indicates that the same criteria used for industrial

development may not be appropriate and, therefore, not applicable to

aggregate mining operations. However, the intention of the General Plan

and the Development Code is to maintain compatibility of adjacent uses, and

site-specific development requirements may be incorporated into the
conditions for this type of use. The aggregate mining would require a land

use amendment to Industrial Extractive District from the city of San
Bernardino. In accordance with the state Surface Mining and Reclamation
Act (SMARA), a Mining and Land Reclamation Plan would need to be

submitted to the city for approval. A Conditional Use Permit application

would also be required.

MRZs in the General Plan were defined by the State Geologist as potential
significant regional mineral resource areas. The aggregate mining site is
within an MRZ-2 zone designated as a potential significant construction

aggregate area. Land uses that would prevent retrieval of resources have to

be justified by local planning agencies. Portions of the land within the
MRZ-2 is within a BRM area. Because of the sensitivity of the area, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) may be required in order to determine

areas that are suitable for development. The goals for these two overlays

may conflict, and special development provisions and project design may be
required.

Since a portion of the aggregate mining site is also within the 100-year

flood hazard zone, facility location and pit design would need to be
approved by the San Bernardino County Flood Control Board. The major
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concern is to avoid obstructing the primary flood control channel. Potential
effects on flood control equipment and easements near the site would need
to be reviewed. Other agencies that would need to review this use include
the state Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Air Quality
Management District.

The City of Highland General Plan projects future business park development
adjacent to the north edge of this alternative's aggregate mining area. This
was conceived as part of an up-scaled commercialfindustrial/research area
adjacent to civilian airport and OIP development on the base. The business
park area would create a buffer between the existing aggregate mining
across Alabama/Palm Avenue and low-density residential areas to the north.
Therefore, a new aggregate operation adjacent to business park uses should

be compatible. The City of Highland General Plan allows for some resource
recovery within open space areas, but it explicitly seeks to limit additional
aggregate mining because it is not compatible with residential land use in
the city, particularly low-density, up-scale development.

The portion of the aggregate mining area that lies within the Santa Ana

Wash is surrounded by city of Redlands land zoned as open space. The City I
of Redlands General Plan permits flood control, conservation, recreation, and
aggregate mining operations in open space areas. These activities all exist
in the Santa Ana Wash within Redlands. Recent residential development I
along the south banks of the Santa Ana Wash in Redlands has been affected
by noise and dust from existing mining operations in the wash. The site on
Norton AFB is sufficiently far from these areas and separated by SR-30 to I
preclude impacts from mining on base property.

A portion of the planned Santa Ana River Corridor Trail system would pass
through the Norton aggregate mining area, along the northern edge of the
wash. The specific route would have some siting flexibility. Portions of the

trail farther east are planned to pass between existing active aggregate I
mining.

Airport Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses. Under this alternative, the
airfield would operate for aircraft undergoing maintenance and for general
aviation operations, and it would be subject to the same safety zone
restrictions and land use compatibility guidelines described for the Proposed I
Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Since mining operations are
not proposed within the runway object-free area and FAA guidelines do not
restrict mining operations in any of the designated noise exposure levels,
this use could be compatible with FAA land use guidelines. Coordination
with FAA would be needed to preclude conflicts in the siting and design of
the mining operation. Aggregate mining operations in conjunction with
aviation activities would require review by the county's Airport Land Use
Commission.

I
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Because this alternative does not include any commercial passenger or
commuter aircraft activity, noise exposure levels for surrounding areas
would be less than under the other aviation reuse plans. The area exposed
to DNL 65 dB and above would be wholly contained within the airfield land
use.

The Airport Overlay Districts in the City of San Bernardino Development
Code could be completely eliminated under this alternative. However, this
would remove restrictions to development and could lead to encroachment
by land uses incompatible with high aircraft noise. This could constrain
future expansion of the airport to accommodate passenger or other
expanded operations.

I Aesthetics. Under this alternative, the area north and east of the airfield
would be used for aggregate mining over a projected 20-year period. Other
areas and their visual effects would be the same as the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative.

The proposed aggregate mining area does not border any existing or
proposed areas which have been identified as visually sensitive. The mining
area would be south of the NCO housing area; however, this residential area
is in a neighborhood of mixed uses and is not considered to be visually

Ssensitive. It has also been assumed that a 100-foot setback from the
northern base boundary would be applied to the mining area. Bordering on-
base uses proposed under this alternative would be airfield and aviation
support, which are not visually sensitive. Bordering off-base uses would
include the existing mining and processing operations across Alabama Street
to the east, and commercial and vacant property north of Third Street and
west of the NCO housing, between Victoria Avenue and Palm Avenue.

If additional off-base lands north of the proposed aggregate mining areas are
developed for residential use and become a more cohesive residential area,
the visual sensitivity of the area would increase, resulting in the potential for
adverse visual impacts on residential areas from aggregate mining
operations.

Under this alternative, aggregate mining could also occur on 27 acres in the
Santa Ana Wash, an area currently vacant. This area does not border any
existing or proposed sensitive visual resources, and no visual impacts are
anticipated.

Cumulative Impacts. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would not
result in cumulative land use impacts in combination with other projects in
the ROI.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigations are the same as for the Proposed Action.
In addition, visual and acoustical barriers between the mining site and
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adjacent properties to the north would reduce impacts to residential and
business park land uses. These could be achieved through siting,
contouring, and landscaping. Haul roads, access points, lighting, fencing,
and orientation of facilities should be designed to reduce noise and visual
incongruence with other land uses in the immediate vicinity.

4.2.2.4 Non-Aviation Alternative

On-Base Land Use. The on-base land uses associated with the Non-Aviation
Alternative represent a significant change from existing uses. The western

half of the base would have the same land uses as the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative, maintaining a similar land use pattern and scale as
preclosure conditions. However, under this alternative the airfield and

aviation support areas would be replaced with residential uses. The
changes in on-base use are described below.

" Land use changes in the western half of the base would be the I
same as described for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

" OIP would extend into the area currently in the southwest CZ
(no longer restricted by airfield criteria) and the west side airfield
support area.

"* The munitions storage area would become open area. I
* New single-family residential development would replace the

existing airfield and the recreation, industrial, and open areas on
the north side of the airfield. It could also include a portion of
the old landfill on the east side of the airfield which would need
to be properly closed before development could occur.

" The northeast corner of the property would be developed for
commercial-retail use. This use would serve with new
residential development an the base.

" The golf course would remain the same; without aircraft
activity, there would be no requirement to relocate four I
fairways.

" The 30-acre parcel in Highland would be developed for
residential use. I

"* The 3-acre parcel southwest of the runway would be developed
for industrial use. I

On-base land use relationships in the western half of the base would be as

reported for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. New residential I
development would be compatible with the neighborhood commercial and
open recreation uses to the south and east. The extension of Sterling

Avenue through base property would separate residential development from I
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I lp development. Traffic using this roadway, especially industrial traffic,

would have a potential for adversely affecting adjacent residential
properties.

Impacts from easements, licenses, and permits on base property would be
the same as described for the Proposed Action.

I This alternative would not be consistent with the proposed (but not yet
adopted) zoning for the base. Specifically, the residential, recreational,
medical, and commercial areas would be inconsistent, as would removing
the airfield.

Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning. As in the Airport with Mixed Use and
SAircraft Maintenance Center alternatives, the mixture of land use areas in

the western half of the base would be similar in scale and diversity to
existing mixed use areas to the north and northwest. New residential

i development would be compatible with other residential land uses north of
Third Street. Potential land use conflicts between this alternative and
surrounding areas are:

"* Potential conflicts along the west half of the base would be the
same as under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

"" New residential development might be incompatible with quarry
operations east of Alabama/Palm Avenue, depending on noise,
visibility, truck traffic, and hours of operation of the quarry.

Land Use Plans and Regulations. The Non-Aviation Alternative would
increase residential land use in the ROL. While this would be consistent with
market demands, it would not improve the jobs/housing balance in the
region and would, therefore, be inconsistent with SCAG goals.

I Requirements of the City of San Bernardino Development Code would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative. The city of Highland's plans to develop business park uses

along the northern base boundary would present a potential conflict with
adjacent residential development on the base property.

This alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action in its relationship to
the city of Redlands.

Airport Policies Affecting Adjacent Land Uses. Under this alternative, there
would be no airfield activity. Consequently, land use restrictions induced by
high noise exposure levels and accident hazard would no longer exist. The

city of San Bernardino could amend the Development Code to eliminate the
Airport Overlay Districts.
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Aesthetics. This alternative maximizes residential use and has the greatest

potential to visually integrate the base into the surrounding community
when build out is complete and to create a visually attractive residential area
that might upgrade the appearance of the base. The potential impact from
warehouse development on the Santa Ana River Corridor Trail System would
be as described for the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. This alternative would not result in cumulative land 1
use impacts in combination with other projects in the ROL.

Mitigation Measures. Residential areas north and northeast of the base may i
require buffer areas and screening toward quarry areas east of the base and
mixed use areas north of the base that are in a blighted condition. New

industrial development along Third Street may also be required to provide I
screening to reduce potential incompatibility. Landscaping and screening of
warehousing adjacent to the Santa Ana River Corridor would mitigate
potential impacts on future recreational development along the corridor.

4.2.2.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Several federal and other government
agencies have proposed land uses, which could be initiated individually or in I
combination with any of the comprehensive alternatives. In addition,
aggregate mining is evaluated as an independent land use. The potential
effects of each of these concepts on surrounding land use and on land usesI
of the Proposed Action, Airport with Mixed Use, Aircraft Maintenance
Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives are described below. It should be
noted tnat any transfer or conveyance of a portion of the base to a federal I
agency or independent owner would be inherently inconsistent with the
intent of the Proposed Action to redevelop the base through a single, unified

ownership concept, regardless of the compatibility of the land use. Some of
the federal land uses would be inconsistent with the proposed zorting for
base property, but as federal facilities, they would not be bound by local

land use regulations. Federal transfers and other government uses wouldI
appear to be consistent with the current zoning of the base as a Public
Facility. I

U.S. Department of the Interior

Land Use. This proposal would convey all existing recreational facilities on
base for public use as city/county recreational areas. Continued use of the
golf course would represent no change to the Proposed Action or any
alternative. Continue ýjse of recreation facilities on the northwest side of
the base would be similar to the land use plan for the Airport with Mixed
Use, Aircraft Maintenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives but
different from the Proposed Action which identifies this area for OIP.

However, the Proposed Action includes some recreational facilities within
the scope of the OIP development, and these uses would be compatible
with adjacent OIP development. Retaining the family camping area along
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Third Street would be beneficial to the NCO residential area directly to the
north, but it would curtail future aviation support development under the
Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. As an open park-1like space, this would be most compatible with the Non-Aviation Alternative
which identifies residential use in this portion of the base.

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's request for office space for 25 persons
and associated parking space would be compatible with any of the
alternatives. It would have no impact on land use.

U Aesthetics. No visual impacts are anticipated.

3 U.S. Department of Agriculture

Land Use. Several potential sites are identified for use by the USFS. One
site is on the north end of the west ramp and includes the existing
Commissary and Base Exchange. This site would be within an OIP area
under the Proposed Action and within an aviation support and commercial
retail area under the Airport with Mixed Use and Aircraft Maintenance
Center alternatives. A second site is on the east side of the airfield. Other
sites would be within aviation support, warehousing, and OIP areas.

I The western locations would be compatible with the Proposed Action.
Under the Airport with Mixed Use or Aircraft Maintenance Center
alternatives, this proposal would not be an incompatible land use, but it
would preclude use of the Commissary and Base Exchange as retail facilities
and anchors for other retail development in the adjacent area. The eastern
location could be integrated with the Proposed Action if designed to avoid

conflicts with general aviation. This location would be most compatible
with the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. It would curtail aggregate

* mining under the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative.

Under the Non-Aviation Alternative, only office and warehousing functions
would locate on base. These functions would be compatible with the office
and industrial land uses identified for this alternative.

Aesthetics. Warehouse and open storage uses could have an adverse visual

impact on adjacent residential areas; however, the proposal could include
buffer zones, landscaping, and screening.

3 U. S. Department of Education

Land Use. Under this proposal, several classroom buildings and a hangar
have been identified for use by local educational institutions. The aviation
training activities would be compatible with the Proposed Action, even
though educational uses are not part of the proposed uses. The classrooms
would be within OIP and aviation support areas, and aviation training would
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support the overall use of the airport. These activities would also be
compatible with surrounding land uses. Under the Airport with Mixed Use,
Aircraft Maintenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives, some facilities
would be in a residential land use area. The San Bernardino Development
Code allows for Conditional Use of schools in residential areas. Under the
Non-Aviation alternative, however, the aviation education may not be
suitable. I
Aesthetics. These uses and locations appear to be visually compatible.

U. S. Department of Veterans Affairs 1
Land Use. This proposal would be inconsistent with the Proposed Action
which designates the site for OIP development. Continued use of these
existing facilities also appears to be inconsistent with the intent of the
Proposed Action except in the short term. However, there would be no

incompatibility between the Veterans Affairs facilities and adjacent uses l
under the Proposed Action. This proposal would be compatible with the
alternatives to the Proposed Action and could potentially take advantage of
the public recreational facilities that are included in the public benefit
transfer proposal sponsored by the U.S. Department of the Interior.
Warehousing space would be in the existing warehousing area adjacent to

the BMO area and would be compatible with BMO activity.

Aesthetics. The dormitory and clinic uses may be visually compatible with
OIP and industrial/warehouse uses with appropriate landscape buffering.

McKinney Act Housing 5
Land Use. This proposal would be incompatible with the Proposed Action
which does not include any residential use. The area under consideration

for this use is delineated for continued residential use in the Airport with I
Mixed Use, Aircraft Maintenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives, and

this proposal would be compatible with those alternatives. Under the City
of San Bernardino Development Code, homeless facilities require a I
Conditional Use Permit in medium- to high-density residential areas and are
prohibited ii, areas zoned for nine dwellings per acre or less. This proposal

should have little effect on surrounding land uses.

Aesthetics. The proposal could be visually compatible with adjacent OIP
development delineated in the Proposed Action with the use of buffer zones, 3
landscaping, and screening.

U. S. Postal Service 3
Land Use. This proposal would occur within areas designated for

warehousing in, and would be compatible with, the Airport with Mixed Use, 3
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3 Aircraft MaIZtenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives. Under the

Proposed Action, this complex would be in the center of the OIP. Siting and
design treatment could provide adequate buffering from truck noise and
could, therefore, be compatible with the Proposed Action. However,
continued use of existing facilities could be inconsistent with the Proposed
Action in the long term.

Aesthetics. The proposal would not result in any visual impacts.

1San Bemardino County

Land Use. The site for the Work Furlough Program would be within the OIP
area of the Proposed Action and within the residential area in the Airport
with Mixed Use, Aircraft Maintenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives.
Although not specifically mentioned in the City of San Bernardino
Development Code, it would probably be similar in use and impact to a
homeless facility. This activity would be more compatible with multi-family
housing than low-density single-family housing. Since it would involve use
of existing facilities, this proposal would only be compatible with the
Proposed Action in the short term. It is not expected to adversely affect
surrounding land uses.

I Aesthetics. The work furlough facility could be visually compatible with OIP
facilities or residential areas, depending upon the type and design of each.
Screening and sensitive design should be considered to ensure compatibility.

Aggregate Mining

I Land Use. This proposal would displace most of the commercial and some
airfield and open area in the Proposed Action. Under the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative, OIP, commercial, aviation support, open area, and airfield
uses would be replaced with aggregate operations. In these alternatives,
aggregate mining operations would be an appropriate use alongside airfield
activities, but noise and dust generation could be incompatible with some
OIP uses. However, extensive mining operations may reduce the viability of
airport development. Aggregate mining would be incompatible with the
Non-Aviation Alternative since immediate proximity to residential areas
would be undesirable. Limited mining operations within the Santa Ana
Wash, designated for airfield in the aviation alternatives and as
public/recreation area in the Non-Aviation Alternative, may be compatible.
In the Non-Aviation Alternative, adequate buffers between mining and
residential areas would need to be provided. Compatibility of aggregate
mining operations with adjacent off-base zoning and land uses is discussed5in Section 4.2.2.3 under Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning.

Aesthetics. In combination with the Proposed Action or Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative, aggregate mining would be visually compatible with
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existing and proposed adjacent land uses. In combination with the Non-
Aviation Alternative, aggregate mining operations could have an adverse
visual impact on adjacent residential areas. These impacts could be reduced
through buffer zones, landscaping, and screening.

Combined Impacts of Other Land Use Concepts. It is not feasible to
combine all of the individual land use concepts under all alternative reuse
plans. For example, portions of the U.S. Department of Education and
Department of Agriculture proposals are not feasible without aviation. It
would be possible, however, to implement most of these proposals. The
potential adverse effects of breaking up ownership of the base on I
developing a comprehensive, unified reuse concept are mentioned above
with respect to the Proposed Action. Nevertheless, most proposals are

small (e.g., U.S. Postal Service, Veterans Affairs) or easily integrated into
the Proposed Action (e.g., Department of Agriculture, Department of
Education) and would not preclude redevelopment of the remainder of the
base.

Cumulative Impacts. No additional cumulative impacts would result from
other land use concepts.

Mitigation Measures. Incompatibilities between other land use concepts and
comprehensive reuse plans could be mitigated through planning, site I
development, and screening.

4.2.2.6 No-Action Alternative

Land Use. Under this alternative, most of the base land would be placed
into caretaker status. The base would be maintained but not actively used. I
Under caretaker status, the base would constitute a large, unused portion of
the city of San Bernardino. In addition to the direct decrease in productivity I
associated with this disuse, the base could adversely affect land uses in
adjacent areas and have an overall negative effect on the redevelopment
and improvement of these areas. While this condition would not tend to
directly affect industrial, open space, and flood control areas on the east,
south, and west side of the base, it could affect more sensitive uses on the
north side. There would be less incentive to invest in this area for new i
development, adding to the existing problem of deterioration. The base
would also continue to inhibit through traffic, which could adversely affect
new development plans in adjacent areas. i

The No-Action Alternative would not contribute to regional goals for
imp•oving the jobs/housing balance. 5
The General Plans of San Bernardino and Highland are predicated on
assumptions about reuse of Norton AFB. The city of San Bernardino 3
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Sproposes zoning the bass for a combination of airport and OIP. The No-

Action Alternative would be inconsistent with this proposed zoning.

3 Lack of airfield activities would result in beneficial impacts to residential
areas which have been negatively impacted by high noise levels in the past.

Aesthetics. The No-Action Alternative is not expected to significantly affect
the visual and aesthetic quality of the base or the surrounding area. With
the absence of human activity, some landscaped portions of the base could
return to more natural vegetation.

Cumulative Impacts. The No-Action Alternative would not result in3 cumulative impacts in combination with other projects in the ROI.

Mitigation Measures. Adverse impacts of the No-Action Alternative on
adjacent areas could be reduced by maintaining base facilities in good
condition and increasing vegetative screening along the perimeter fence to
decrease visibility.

1 4.2.3 Transportation

The effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives on each component of

the transportation system, including roadways, airspace and air traffic, and
railroads, are presented in this section. Mitigation measures are identified

for those components likely to experience substantial adverse impacts under
the Proposed Action or any alternative.

Roadways. Project-related effects on roadway traffic were assessed by
estimating the number of trips generated by employees, visitors, residents,
and service vehicles associated with construction and all other on-site
activities and land uses for the Proposed Action and each alternative.IPrincipal trip-generating land uses included industrial, office, commercial,
residential, and airport uses. These trips were distributed to the roadway
system based on proposed land uses and existing travel patterns for3commuters and other traffic. This analysis is based on daily trips, for which
data on roadway capacities and volumes are available and standards are
established. Comparable data are not available for peak hour traffic.

The resulting traffic volumes were then added to the non-project-generated
(ambient) traffic projected under post-closure baseline conditions. Ambient
traffic in the area was projected using an average annual growth factor of

2.5 percent per year for the period 1995-2015, which was applied to all of
the existing traffic movements and volumes on key local and regional roads.
Traffic impacts were determined based on LOS changes for each of the key

roads (see Table 3.2-2 for definitions of LOS).

I
I Norton AFO ipsl n es FE/S 4-27

I



U
In urban and suburban areas, LOS can also be affected by the capacity of
intersections. Intersections along key roads that would experience I
unacceptable LOS were examined for deficiencies in capacity. Details on
reuse are not sufficiently developed to permit an in-depth evaluation of
intersection capacities.

The trip distribution analysis assumed the reuse alternatives would, in

general, take advantage of the three main access points to the base area: I
Gate 1 via Tippecanoe Avenue or Mill Street, Gate 4 via Del Rosa Drive, and
a third new access at Victoria Avenue. Distribution of traffic to and from
the base area for each reuse plan was based on existing traffic patterns as I
determined by a traffic count conducted for this EIS in June 1991, the type
of proposed land use, and the distribution of places of residence of
personnel working at Norton AFB. It was assumed that the residential I
choices of the project-related employees would correspond to those of the
current base personnel. D

This analysis incorporates the assumption that transportation system
improvements would be undertaken to maintain at least LOS E on key
affected local roads. System improvements to maintain LOS E would I
include adding through lanes and associated intersection upgrades, proper
signalization, sufficient turning lanes (especially for left turns into the base
area), and appropriate ingress and egress. If improvements were indicated, I
local general plans were reviewed, and any inconsistencies were identified

and addressed by mitigation measures.

Airspace/Air Traffic. The airspace analysis examines the type and level of
aircraft operations projected for the Proposed Action and alternatives, and

compares them to how the airspace was configured and used under
preclosure conditions. The same constraints and considerations existing
during preclosure were assumed, such as terrain, runway configurations,

and other airport and airway air traffic. The Proposed Action and otherm
aviation alternatives assumed the continued availability of radar and tower
ATC services for the base.

The impact analysis considers the relationship of the projected aircraft

operations to the operational capacity of the airport, using criteria that has
been established by the FAA for determining airport service volumes.

Potential effects on airspace use were assessed, based on the extent to
which the Proposed Action or alternatives could (1) require modifications to
the airspace structure or ATC systems/facilities; (2) restrict, limit, or

otherwise delay other air traffic in the region; or (3) encroach on other
airspace areas and uses. The degree of potential effects on airspace use is
primarily a function of the capacities and capabilities of both the human and

equipment elements of the ATC system, as well as the procedures and1

separation standards governing IFR aircraft operations.

I
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5 The FAA is ultimately responsible for evaluating the specific effects that

reuse of an airport will have on the safe and efficient use of navigable
airspace by aircraft. Such a study is based on details from the airport
proponent's Airport Master Plan and consists of an airspace analysis, a flight
safety review, and a review of the potential effect of the proposal on ATC
and air navigational facilities. Once this study is completed, the FAA can
then best determine the actual requirements, facilities, terminal and en route
airspace realignments, and ATC procedural changes needed.

Air Transportation. SCAG recently completed the Southern California
Aviation System Study Update (SCAG, 1991). This study concluded that
air passenger demand in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, Ventura, Imperial,
and San Bernardino counties is likely to grow from approximately 59 MAP in
1988 to 90 MAP in the year 2000 and 118 MAP in the year 2010.
Airspace, noise, and ground access constraints imply a total capacity at
existing airports of only about 63 MAP. Projected growth in demand would
need to be accommodated at other airports in the region. Reuse of Norton
AFB for commercial air passenger service therefore could absorb part of the
projected excess demand with minimal net effect on passenger volumes at

existing airports.

Railroads. It is assumed here that the effects of the reuse of Norton AFB on
ridership at the San Bernardino AMTRAK station will increase in proportion
to population increases induced by each alternative. Because none of the
alternatives assumes direct use of local railroads, direct effects on rail
transportation are expected to be minimal.

1 4.2.3.1 Proposed Action

Roadways. By 2015, the major traffic generators would be 30,300
projected employees and the approximately 1.3 MAP associated with the

Proposed Action. At this time, it is estimated that about 97,400 one-way
trips (vehicle trip ends [VTEs]) would be generated by the Proposed Action
on a typical weekday (a round trip would comprise two VTEs). The
estimated trips generated by on-site development at various phases of reuse
are depicted in Table 4.2-2. The number of trips generated by the Proposed
i Pction would increase steadily, exceeding the 1991 preclosure level by the
year 2000. The greatest change in the volume of trips would occur from
2000 to 2005, with volume rising by a factor of about 2.5 in 5 years. After
2005, project-generated traffic on local roads would continue to increase,
but at a much slower rate. In the peak construction year of 2005, only
about 4 percent of the total trips generated would result from construction
workers.

Region. Approximately 40 percent of total daily trips generated under the
Proposed Action would use key regional roads. By 2015, the already3" congested freeway system would deteriorate further, displaying many
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Table 4.2-2. Summary of Total Daly Trips Generated by Various Reuse

Alternatives

Reuse Alternative 2000 2005 2015

Proposed Action 32,421 78,331 97,357
Airport with Mixed Use 38,551 69,364 83,621

Aircraft Maintenance Center 34,351 59,537 63,959

Non-Aviation 61,281 88,625 118,433

Note: DOily tripe generated we defined as vehicle trip ends.

bottlenecks due to lack of capacity on freeway segments, interchange
ramps, and approaches to ramps. By 2015, with or without the Proposed

Action, the LOS on 1-10 at the Tippecanoe interchange and 1-215 at the Mill I
interchange would be at LOS F. By 2015, the project would add about
9,700 daily vehicles to 1-10 at the Tippecanoe interchange, which amounts
to 3.6 percent of total daily traffic at that location. The project would also I
add about 5,800 daily vehicles to SR-30 at Del Rosa Drive or about
6.4 percent of that location's total projected daisy traffic, but LOS would not
be affected.

LgQ,. Figure 4.2-3 ,hows the daily vehicular volume that would be
generated by the Proposed Action operations and construction activities, I
added to post-closure conditions on each of the key community roads for
the years 2000, 2005, and 2015. By 2015, the most heavily used local
road segment would be Tippecanoe, with approximately 32,800 vehicles per I
day. On other key roads, daily traffic volumes would range from about
15,000 to 22,000 vehicles. I
As described in Chapter 2, improvements to Mill, Fifth, and Alabama streets
would be required under the Proposed Action to maintain LOS E or above.

Fifth Street would need to be widened to four through lanes between Del I
Rosa Drive and Victoria Avenue by 2003. This would include widening the
two-lane bridge over City Creek near SR-30 to four lanes. Alabama Street
would also need to be widened to four through lanes between Palmetto and
Third streets by 2013. In addition, Mill Street is expected to be widened to
four through lanes between Waterman and Tippecanoe avenues. This
would be required to be completed by 2006 to maintain LOS E or above. 3
These improvements would be sufficient to assure attainment of LOS no
lower than E for the Proposed Action. These measures amount to upgrading

the streets to major arterials, consistent with the Circulation Element of the
General Plan of the City of San Bernardino. However, the East Valley
Corridor Specific Plan requires a LOS C and six lanes on Alabama Street
between Palmetto and the Santa Ana River. Alabama Street, when widened
in 2013, will operate at LOS B. Alabama Street requires widening by 2005
to meet the requirements of the East Valley Corridor Specific Plan for
LOS C. 3
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3 Figure 4.2-3 also shows the projected LOS for each key road segment, both

with and without improvements to Mill, Fifth, and Alabama streets. With
the assumed improvements, local roads would be at LOS D or better in
2015. Fifth, Mill, and Alabama streets would need improvements to
maintain LOS E or above in 2003, 2006, and 2013, respectively.

3 These results assume coordination of traffic signals on key local roads to
best utilize the system and distribute traffic evenly on roadways surrounding
the base. This coordination is a key component in maintaining LOS3 achieved by these improvements.

On-Base. The Proposed Action assumes existing on-base roads would be
used in the short term during the construction period, but ultimately the
entire on-base network would be upgraded and reconstructed to
accommodate new land uses in accordance with an approved Specific Plan
for reuse. In the interim, heavy traffic movement would be experienced on
these on-base roads.

By 2015, the transition corridor through the base connecting Tippecanoe to
Del Rosa would experience the heaviest traffic volumes, potentially in the
range of 18,000 to 25,000 daily trips. Many of these trips would be internal
to the base area, involving turning movements on and off the corridor. This
corridor would fulfill a dual role: (1) serve internal trips which would involve
heavy volumes of left and right turns; and (2) serve through traffic which
would require mobility. Feeder streets connecting to this corridor would
likely carry 8,000 to 10,000 daily trips. A new loop roadway connecting at
Third Street would serve the newly constructed airport terminal and3 adjacent land uses and would carry about 8,000 trips per day.

Future on-site circulation improvements under reuse activities would handle
both internal traffic and a portion of local road traffic. Depen: on the
Specific Plan implemented, this could potentially reduce local r... traffic
below levels reported above.

I Public Transportation. The Proposed Action is expected to increase the
demand on public transportation.

Movement of Goods. The Proposed Action includes roadway improvements
to facilitate movement of goods by truck to on-site land uses.

Airspace/Air Traffic. Aviation activities identified under the Proposed Action
include air passenger service, corporate and private flying (general aviation),
air cargo, and aircraft maintenance-related operations. The projected
number of flight operations and the fleet mix associated with the Proposed
Action are shown in Table 2.2-3. FAA guidelines (Federal Aviation
Administration, 1983b) were utilized to determine the Annual Service
Volume (ASV), as a reasonable estimate of an airport's operational capacity
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based on retention of the existing runway configuration, projected fleet mix,
weather conditions, etc. that would normally be encountered over a year's
time. Projected operations for the Proposed Action were then compared to
the ASV to determine if the airport can meet forecasted demands. It was
calculated that the ASV for the Norton airport would increase from
approximately 195,000 operations in 1995 to 205,000 operations by the
year 2015, primarily as a result of changes in the fleet mix composition. 3
Because operations associated with the Proposed Action represent only
about 25 percent of the ASV by 2015, no airport constraints would be
expected to the runway capability to handle this number of arrival and
departure operations.

The Proposed Action and this analysis assume that the same type of radar

coverage and navigational aids would be provided for the airport as existed I
prior to base closure in order to maintain an equivalent level of ATC services

for the reuse aviation activities. A very high frequency omnirange tactical
air navigation (VORTAC) aid with distance measuring equipment is already
available with instrument approach and departure procedures established for
the base that can be used by properly equipped civil aircraft. The existing
ILS is also compatible with civil aircraft instrumentation and could either be
retained or replaced to maintain this precision approach capability. The

decision to retain the ILS or install a newer system would depend on
operational needs and availability of funds, as determined by the FAA and I
the airport development authority.

Airspace requirements for the Proposed Action should be the same as those U
in effect under the preclosure reference with the Ontario TRACON retaining
control of this area. This Proposed Action includes a control tower which,
along with navigational aids, would require that the ATA, CZ, and possibly I
the ARSA be retained to provide protective airspace for airport traffic and
instrument flight procedures. These requirements could be satisfied by
maintaining the preclosure airspace structure without any changes or U
additions.

Civil aircraft approaching or departing Norton would follow the same flight 5
tracks as used during preclosure. The climb rates required for instrument
departures to the east may be a limiting factor for some heavier types of air

carriers.

The overlapping airspace would still be required to serve simultaneous IFR
arrivals into Ontario and Norton. This airspace would continue to be U
susceptible to air traffic saturation for the Ontario-Norton radar sector durng

peak operational periods. According to information and estimates presented
in the Airport Master Plan for Reuse of Norton AFB (P&D Technologies, 3
1991) and the Southern California Aviation Systems Study Update (SCAG,
1991), a radar sector controller can theoretically handle 30 IFR operations

an hour. These reports also indicate that in 1989 the Ontario-Norton sector 3
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handled up to 43 IFR operations in a peak hour, 9 of which were attributable
to Norton traffic. While this implies theoretically that this sector operated
43 percent above its capacity, actual work-load capacities are contingent on
factors such as the type of IFR operations involved in (overflight versus
airport traffic) weather conditions which affect traffic separation
requirements, runway acceptance rates, and individual controller
capabilities. Considering such factors and making use of en route traffic
flow control and speed adjustment techniques as necessary, Ontario
TRACON management has indicated that the current air traffic conditions
have not created any significant capacity problems for the radar sector
controller. Normally, only occasional minor delays in aircraft arrivals have
been experienced at Ontario and Norton.

I By 2015, IFR operations (predominantly air carrier and air cargo) at Norton
AFB are projected to increase about 30 percent above the preclosure IFR
operations. It would not appear that this increase (an additional three peak-
hour operations) would by itself adversely affect air traffic movement in the
area using present flow and speed control techniques. VFR aircraft (most
general aviation operations) would normally fly directly to and from the
airfield outside of the standard routes used by IFR aircraft, thereby causing
little effect on the other surrounding airspace uses and ATC traffic handling3 capacities.

Based on examination of airspace use and procedures, discussions with the
FAA, and the information presently available, it does not appear that the
type and level of aircraft operations identified for the Proposed Action would
alone limit or delay other air traffic in the area, require any airspace
realignments or ATC system modifications, or encroach on other airspace
areas or uses.

Air Transportation. The commercial airport identified under the Proposed
Action would have a passenger volume of approximately 1.3 MAP by 2015.
SCAG recently completed forecasts of air passenger demand in southern
California for the years 2000 and 2010 (SCAG, 1991). Regional total air

* passenger demand was projected at 118 MAP in the year 2010, well in
excess of the 63 MAP capacity of current regional airports. The Proposed
Action would satisfy a portion of this unmet demand. Other regional3 airports would continue to operate at or above capacity.

Air cargo shipments through the commercial airport under the Proposed
Action can be expected to help meet the growing demand for the air freight

capacity projected by SCAG through the year 2010 (SCAG, 1991).

The existing private airports in the ROI would probably not experience a lossIl of patronage with the introduction of general aviation at Norton AFB.
Unless accommodations were better and/or fees were less, private aircraft3 owners would have little reason to leave the airport they are now using. As

Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 4-35



I
new private aircraft are introduced to the San Bernardino area, their owners
might be more inclined to use the new facilities at Norton AFB airport. i

Railroads. With the introduction of industrial and commercial uses at Norton
AFB, only minor added requirements for rail freight are expected. It is i
unlikely that rail freight could compete with trucks due to the relatively small
amount of freight and to the wide range of origins and destinations. The
daily enplaned air cargo tonnage forecasts at Norton airport for 2015 would I
amount to 56 tons, which is not enough to justify a rail link by the year
2015. The rail line formerly connected to the base near Gate 1 could, if

rebuilt, be used during heavy construction periods to bring in construction I
materials, though little long-term economic justification for rebuilding the line
is apparent. 5
Ridership on the AMTRAK system in and out of San Bernardino is expected
to increase in proportion to population increases in the area. Under the
Proposed Action, annual ridership at the San Bernardino AMTRAK station I
would increase from 40,600 in 1990 to 68,900 in 2015, an increase of
58.9 percent over this period. Approximately 5,100 riders of the 2015 total
are attributable to the population effects of the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. Other redevelopment projects in the vicinity of Norton
would contribute substantially to the growth in roadway traffic in the region. n
The cumulative impacts of these projects added to the future reuse of

Norton AFB would further worsen the currently congested 1-10 and its
interchanges at Waterman, Tippecanoe, Mountain View, California, and I
Alabama, as well as 1-215 and its interchange at Mill Street. If all
redevelopment projects along the 1-10 corridor were fully developed, VTEs
could reach 500,000, a significant percentage of which could be expected I
to access 1-10. The current capacity of 1-10 is estimated to be about
200,000 AADTs. Tippecanoe Avenue between Redlands Boulevard and Mill

Street, and Alabama Street between Third Street and Barton Road would be
the key local roads most affected by this cumulative development. These
cumulative impacts would have to be addressed in a comprehensive regional
manner in order to mitigate congestion on the key roads and other roads in

the redevelopment area.

The Proposed Action, coupled with other future airport growth and

development planned for the region, particularly the Ontario International i
Airport, could place additional demands and constraints on airspace use in
the region and result in potential adverse impacts. Specifically, Ontario
International Airport is planning to increase its capacity from 5 MAP to
12 MAP by the year 2000, which would gradually increase annual aircraft

operations from 182,000 to 264,000. This increase in air traffic may

further complicate and congest the overlapping Ontario-Norton airspace to a
point that could exceed the capacity and capability of the ATC system to
conduct simultaneous operations to the respective airfields during peak 3
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3 periods. The Master Plan and Aviation Study Update for Ontario estimate
that by the year 2010, the Ontario-Norton radar sector would be handling
66 IFR peak-hour operations (Fowler, 1991). The cumulative effect could
therefore limit or delay arrival and departure operations during peak hours
beyond normally acceptable levels (ATC reportable delays of 15 minutes or
greater). Considering the planned growth for Ontario and the capacity
constraints of the radar sector serving both airports, it appears that the
Proposed Action may contribute to a cumulative impact unless effective
measures can be implemented by the FAA to minimize such impacts as3 traffic congestion increases.

Aircraft operations at March AFB would not contribute to the cumulative
* airspace effects since aircraft operations there are expected to decrease,
and traffic patterns and arrival/departure routes for March AFB do not
overlap the Ontario final approach course. The proposed reuse of George
AFB is not expected to affect the Norton airspace ROI due to the

geographical separation and ATC airspace segregation of the two bases.

Mitigation Measures. Improvements to segments of Alabama and Fifth
streets have been assumed to maintain these roadways at LOS E or above.
Similar improvements to Mill Street would also be required and are already
planned. Coordinating intersection signalization along Tippecanoe Avenue
between Mill Street and Redlands Boulevard should be considered.
Intersections that control access to 1-10 from Tippecanoe Avenue and the
intersection controlling access to 1-215 from Mill Street could be improved.
In addition, improvements to Alabama Street by 2005 would allow operation
at LOS C, consistent with the Eamt Valley Corridor Specific Plan.

i These changes do not account for possible trip reduction resulting from
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to encourage person-
and vehicle-trip reductions and peak period modifications. In addition, these
changes do not address potential impacts on the implementation of the San
Bernardino County Congestion Management Plan which is currently being
developed. TDM measures could include, for example, reduced work weeks
and telecommuting to reduce person-trips, ridesharing (vanpools and
carpools), implementation of transit-oriented development mass transit
usage to reduce vehicle trips, phasing of base development and flexible

work schedules to modify peak traffic periods. Specific mitigation measures
that could be implemented as part of reuse of Norton AFB include mass
transit accommodations such as bus turnout lands, park and ride facilities,

and bus and shuttle shelters. These accommodations could be included in
the Specific Plan covering base property, planned and provided in
coordination with mass transit system operators. Airport operators could
also coordinate ride-sharing programs in accordance with the Congestion
Management Plan. Implementation of TDM could reduce vehicle trips by a
maximum of 15 to 20 percent. Projected LOS D on key roads by the year32015 could be raised to LOS C with efficient use of TDM measures.
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No mitigation measures for airspace/air traffic impacts are required for the 3
Proposed Action. However, measures to mitigate the cumulative impacts
focus on eventual changes to the overlapping approach routes to Ontario
and Norton that would allow the traffic workload to be distributed between U
two radar sectors. This could be effectively accommodated through use of
a microwave landing system (MLS), which permits an angled IFR approach
to a runway where terrain or other airspace considerations prevent or limit 3
straight-in approaches. Installation of this system may allow development
of an MLS approach to Norton from the southwest that would keep arriving
traffic sufficiently clear of the Ontario arrival route. The MLS is not yet
available for widespread use. Implementation of other feasible routing
changes would likely be phased in to meet the gradual cumulative buildup of
operations at the two airports. 3
A more specific determination of potential impacts and required mitigation
measures will be identified in the FAA airspace analysis for the planned

reuse of Norton and airport expansion at Ontario. The findings and
recommendations of this analysis, coupled with future use of technological

advances such as the MLS, could help reduce the potential cumulative
impacts on this airspace environment as market demands for air commerce
continue to increase.

4.2.3.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative I
Roadways. The major traffic generators under this reuse alternative would

be 23,000 employees from the industrial and commercial activities, 1,300
residential dwellings, and 1.3 MAP. By the year 2015, total daily trips
generated by the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative are estimated at about
83,600 (see Table 4.2-2). Most of this growth in trips generated would
occur by the year 2005, when daily trips would exceed the preclosure level
by a factor of 2.2. After 2005, the project-generated traffic on local roads

would continue to increase, though at a slower rate. In the peak!
construction year of 2000, about 4 percent of site-related daily vehicle trips
would result from construction activity. 1
Rgional. Forty percent of total daily trips generated under the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative would use key regional roads (freeway interchanges).

As noted for the Proposed Action, LOS at some intersections would be at I
LOS F, even without base reuse. By 2015, this alternative would add about
8,400 daily vehicles to 1-10 at the Tippecanoe interchange. This amounts to
3 percent of total daily traffic at the same location. The project would also U
add about 5,000 vehicles per day to SR-30 at Del Rosa Drive, or about
5.5 percent of total traffic.

Local. Figure 4.2-4 shows the vehicle volumes and LOS generated by the
project on each of the key local roads added to post-closure conditions for

2000, 2005, and 2015. 1
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The local key road most affected, in terms of traffic volume, would be
Tippecanoe, which would carry 28,200 daily vehicles by 2015. Other key
roads would carry daily traffic ranging from about 14,000 to 19,0003 vehicles thet same year.

Improvements would be required to Mill and Fifth streets, including widening
the bridge over City Creek, to maintain LOS E or above. Provided Fifth
Street is widened in 2006, it would operate at LOS B. If Mill Street is
widened by 2011, it would operate at LOS A. Alabama Street near
Palmetto would operate at LOS E, which is below the LOS C required by the
East Valley Corridor Specific Plan. All other key roads would operate at
LOS D or better in 2015.

IiOn-BSm. It Is assumed for this alternative that existing on-base roads
would be used in the short term and during construction. Ultimately some
of the on-base network would be widened or upgraded to accommodate
new land uses in accordance with an approved Specific Plan for reuse. In
the interim, heavy traffic movement would be experienced on these on-base3 roads.

By 2015, the transition corridor through the base connecting Tippecanoe
Avenue to Del Rosa Drive would experience the heaviest traffic volumes,
potentially in the range of 19,000 to 21,000 tris per day. Feeder streets
connecting to this corridor would likely bear 5,000 to 7,000 daily vehicles.
A new loop road connecting at Third Street and Victoria Avenue would
serve the newly built air terminal, and would carry about 8,000 vehicles.

Public Transportation. The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative is expected
to increase demand on public transportation in proportion to population
increases in the region; however, there will be no significant impact on the3 public transportation system.

Movement of Goods. This alternative involves retention of much of the
existing on-base roadways, which present constraints to heavy truck
movement. Improvements to intersections would be incorporated to
improve turning radii and improve truck circulation.

SAirspace/Air Traffic. Aviation activities identified under this alternative
include air passenger service, corporate and private flying (general aviation),
and aircraft maintenance-related operations. The projected number of flight
operations and the fleet mix associated with this alternative are shown in
Table 2.3-3. Based on these projections, the fleet mix, and retention of the
existing runway configuration, the ASV for each of the projected years
would range from approximately 195,000 operations in 1995 to 205,000
operations by the year 2015. This increase in capacity would result from
changes in the aircraft fleet mix which can influence runway acceptance3rates. Since the projected operations for this alternative represent only
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30 percent of the service volume by 2015, no runway use constraints
would be expected under this scenario.

The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative assumes that the same type of radar
coverage would be provided for the airport as existed prior to base closure
in order to fully support projected aircraft operations. It is also assumed
that this alternative would require an ILS to provide a precision instrument
approach capability for air carrier operations. However, as discussed for the U
Proposed Action, the retention of the existing ILS or installation of a new
system would depend on operational needs and availability of funds, as
determined by the FAA and airport operator.

Airspace requirements for this alternative would be the same as those in
effect under the preclosure baseline (see Figure 3.2-14) and described for I
the Proposed Action.

Civil aircraft approaching or departing Norton under this alternative would 3
follow the same flight tracks as used during preclosure with the same
limitations in climb rates for heavier aircraft described for the Proposed

Action. The number of IFR operations projected by the year 2015 is nearly
32 percent above those conducted under the preclosure, which could result

in about three additional flights at Norton per peak hour. This increase,
compared to the preclosure peak-hour capacity work load of the Ontario- I
Norton sector controller should not by itself adversely affect air traffic in the

area. VFR general aviation operations are projected to be the same as for
the Proposed Action and would likewise have little effect on the ATC I
system and IFR traffic in the area.

Based on the type and level of aircraft operations projected for this j
alternative and the information available, it would not appear that this reuse
option would limit or delay other air traffic in the area, require any airspace
modifications, or encroach on other airspace uses in the ROI. L

Air Transportation. The commercial airport planned under this alternative
would be similar to the Proposed Action. Effects on air passenger and air3
cargo transportation demand, consequently, would also be similar to those
of the Proposed Action.

Rairoads. Impacts on rail freight transportation for the Airport with Mixed

Use Alternative would be less than those described for the Proposed Action,
since a smaller volume of construction and operation rail freight demand is
anticipated. AMTRAK ridership in and out of the San Bernardino station
would increase from 40,600 in 1990 to 68,200 in 2015, an increase of

67.9 percent during this period. Approximately 4,400 riders of the 2015
total would be attributable to the population impacts of the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative.

I
4-42 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FE/S 3

I



I
Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative roadway impacts would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action.

3 Cumulative airspace effects with the expansion of Ontario International
Airport would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. As with
the Proposed Action, projected aircraft realignments at March AFB and3 reuse of George AF8 are not expected to affect the Norton airspace.

Mitigation Measures. Improvements to segments of Mill and Fifth streets,
including widening the bridge over City Creek, have been assumed to

maintain these roadways at LOS E or above. Alabama Street requires
improvement to meet requirements of the East Valley Corridor Specific Plan

for LOS C. As with the Proposed Action, these changes do not account for
TDM measures to reduce vehicle trips.

No mitigation measures would be required for airspace/air traffic impacts forI the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. However, as discussed for the
Proposed Action, actions would eventually have to be taken to relieve
congestion due to cumulative impacts through procedural changes and
technological advances. This would be studied further by the FAA to ensure
identification of impacts and planned implementation of appropriate3 measures to mitigate such effects.

4.2.3.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative

I Roadways. By 2015, the major traffic generators would be 18,100
projected employees and approximately 1,200 residential dwellings. By the
year 2015, it is estimated that about 64,000 daily trips would be generatedI by the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative (see Table 4.2-2). The
amount of trips generated by this alternative would increase steadily,
exceeding the 1991 preclosure level by the year 2000. The greatest change
in the volume of trips would occur during the period 2000-2005. After
2005, project-generated traffic on local roads would continue to increase,
but at a much slower rate. In the peak construction year of 2000, about 12
percent of the total trips generated would result from construction workers.

-Regioal. Approximately 36 percent of total daily trips generated under the
Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would use key regional roads. By
2015, the LOS on some regional roads would decrease to Level F even

without base reuse. By 2015, this alternative would add about 8,400 daily
vehicles to 1-10 at Tippecanoe interchange, which amounts to 3.1 percent
of total daily traffic at that location. The project would also add about
5,000 daily vehicles to SR-30 at Del Rosa, about 5.5 percent of that
location's total projected daily traffic. The projected aggregate mining
activities would ultimately add an average of 250 truck trips per day to 1-10
which represent slightly less than 1 percent increase in truck traffic on 1-10
between SR-30 and 1-215.
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Lgjl. Figure 4.2-5 shows the daily vehicular volume as generated by the 3
Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative operations and construction
activities, added to the post-closure conditions on each of the key local
roads for the years 2000, 2005, and 2015. By 2015, the most heavily
used local road would be Tippecanoe, with approximately 25,000 vehicles
per day. On other key roads, traffic volumes would range from about
13,000 to 18,000. 3
Improvements would be required to segments of Fifth Street by 2005 and
Mill Street by 2015, including widening the bridge over City Creek. With

these assumed improvements, all local roads would maintain LOS C or
better through the year 2015, except Alabama Street between Palmetto and
Third Street, which would operate at LOS E by 2015. Improvements to

Alabama Street are required to meet requirements of the East Valley
Corridor Specific Plan for LOS C.

On-Base. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative assumes that U
existing on-base roads would be used in the short term during the
construction period. Ultimately, some on-base roads would be widened or
upgraded to accommodate new land uses in accordance with an approved
Specific Plan for reuse. In the interim, heavy traffic movement would be
experienced on these on-base roads. 3
By 2015, the transition corridor through the base connecting Tippecanoe to
Del Rosa would experience the heaviest traffic volumes, potentially in the

range of 14,000 to 20,000 daily trips. Feeder streets connecting to this I
corridor would likely carry 6,000 to 12,000 daily trips, while a typical new
access to the aviation support area from Third Street would carry about
6,000 vehicles per day. The access to the mining area would carry 500 I
vehicles per day of which 300 would be heavy trucks. The trucks were
converted to passenger car equivalents and assigned to the appropriate
street for analysis. These estimates would vary, depending on the location U
and number of driveways to the site.

Public Transportation. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative is 3
expected to increase demand on public transportation in proportion to
population increases in the region; however, there will be no significant

impact on the public transportation system. I
Movement of Goods. This alternative would be similar to the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative for the western part of the base. Heavy truck traffic
would be associated with aggregate mining on the east side of the base.
On-base roads would be designed to accommodate this traffic. Off-base
roads that would be used by aggregate transport vehicles have the basic 3
design capability to accommodate these vehicles; however, adequate
turning radii and pavement reinforcement may be required.
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I
j Airspace/Air Traffic. Aviation activities projected for this alternative include

aircraft maintenance, commuter, air cargo, and general aviation operations.

The projected number of flight operations and the fleet mix associated with

this airfield usage are shown in Table 2.3-7. The ASV for this alternative

would be constant at 230,000 operations through 2015 due to few changes

in the fleet mix through the years. Because forecasted operations represent

only about 9 percent of the airport operational capacity by 2015, no
constraints would be expected.

This alternative would most likely continue to maintain the same level of

preclosure ATC and navigational aid services, as well as the same airspace

structure. IFR operations associated with this alternative would be less than

10 percent of the preclosure military operations; thus, the Ontario-Norton

radar sector may experience only one Norton IFR flight during a peak hour

oneration. Approximately 90 percent of the projected operations for this
alternative may be VFR, which would place little demand on the OntarioI RACON traffic work load. Based on the general projections of this
alternative, it would not appear that it would impact or delay air traffic,
require any changes to the airspace structure, or encroach on other airspace

areas or uses.

Air Transportation. This alternative would not affect commercial air

transportation. As under the Proposed Action, the existing private airports
in the ROI would probably not experience a loss of patronage with the

introduction of general aviation at Norton AFB as part of this alternative.

Railroads. Impacts on rail freight transportation for the Aircraft Maintenance

Center Alternative would be less than those described for the Proposed

Action since a smaller volume of construction and operation rail freight
demand is anticipated. The production of 1 million tons per year of

aggregates offers a potential for rail freight. At present, it is unlikely that

rail freight could compete with trucks due to the wide range of destinations.

Ridership on the AMTRAK system in and out of San Bernardino is expected

to increase in proportion to population increases in the area. Under the

Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, annual ridership at the San
Bernardino AMTRAK station would increase from 40,600 in 1990 to 67,700
in 2015, an increase of 66.7 percent over this period. Approximately 4,000

riders of the 2015 total are attributable to the population effects of the

project.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative roadway impacts would be as described
for the Proposed Action, but less severe.

Although this alternative involves the least number of aircraft operations of
the reuse options, it could still create cumulative effects when coupled with

the increased operations planned for the Ontario International Airport.
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I
Traffic to Norton and Ontario, as well as other aircraft en route through the
area, could experience some delays as a result of airspace and radar sector I
saturation. March AFB realignments and George AFB reuse would not be
affected by this alternative.

Mitigation Measures. Improvements to segments of Mill and Fifth streets
are assumed to be the same as for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.
Alabama Street requires improvement to meet requirements of the East
Valley Corridor Specific Plan for LOS C. These mitigations do not account
for possible trip reduction resulting from TDM measures. 3
No mitigation measures to airspace are required for this alternative.
However, as addressed for the Proposed Action, incremental ATC

procedural changes may have to be implemented, along with use of an MLS I
when available, to reduce the overall cumulative impacts on airspace

congestion.

4.2.3.4 Non-Aviation Alternative

Roadways. The major traffic generators under the Non-Aviation Alternative 3
would be the proposed 25,500 employees in industrial, commercial,
institutional activities, and the approximately 4,400 residential dwelling
units. The total daily trips generated by the Non-Aviation Alternative, by I
2015, are estimated at about 118,400. This alternative includes the
assumption that direct access would be provided from the site to Alabama
Street. In addition, a segment of Sterling Avenue between Third and Fifth 5
streets was added as a key road. Table 4.2-2 depicts the increase in trip
generation for the Non-Aviation Alternative from 1995 through 2015.

Rgional. Approximately 34 percent of total daily trips generated under the
Non-Aviation Alternative would use key regional roads. By 2015, with or
without base reuse, the LOS at some interchanges would decrease to 3
LOS F. By 2015, the Non-Aviation Alternative would add about 9,500 daily
vehicles to 1-10 at the Tippecanoe interchange, which is 3.5 percent of total

daily traffic at that location. The project would also add about 7,100 daily 3
vehicles to SR-30 at Del Rosa Drive or about 7.7 percent of total traffic.

I.al2. Figure 4.2-6 shows the daily vehicular volume that would be
generated by the Non-Aviation Alternative. By 2015, Tippecanoe would
carry 30,000 daily vehicles. Some key roads would carry between 13,000
and 24,000 daily vbhicles. Improvements to Fifth, Alabama, and Mill streets
would be required by 2003, 2008, and 2009, respectively, to maintain
LOS E or above.

On-Base. As with the Proposed Action and the Airport with Mixed Use I
Alternative, on-base roads would be used in the short term and during the
construction period. Eventually a transition corridor connecting Tippecanoe 3
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Sand Del Rosa, similar to that of the Proposed Action, an extension of
Sterling Avenue, and a new road network in the residential area would be
constructed.

By 2015, the Tippecanoe-Del Rosa corridor would carry approximately
30,000 daily vehicles. The Sterling Avenue extension would carry 15,000
daily vehicles. Feeder streets within the nonresidential area would carry
10,000 daily vehicles.

Public Transportation. The Non-Aviation Alternative can be expected to
increase demand for public transportation in proportion to residential

population increases.

I Movement of Goods. This alternative would have similar impacts to the
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

I Airspace/Air Traffic. The use of Norton AFB for non-aviation purposes could
have a beneficial effect on air traffic and airspace use in the ROI by
eliminating a contributing source of potential congestion in the overlapping
airspace used for simultaneous Norton/Ontario arrivals. Airspace actions
associated with this alternative would be as specifically addressed in the3 No-Action Alternative (Section 4.2.3.6).

Air Transportation. Implementation of the Non-i ation Alternative would
provide no commercial air passenger, general aviation, or air cargo service to

meet projected regional demands.

Railroads. Rail freight demands from the Non-Aviation Alternative are
expected to be less than either the Proposed Action or the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative. Ridership on the AMTRAK system in and out of San
Bernardino is expected to increase from 40,600 in 1990 to 68,400 in 2015.

The Non-Aviation Alternative would account for about 4,600 of these
AMTRAK passengers.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative roadway impacts would be as described
for the Proposed Action, but more severe. There would be no cumulative
airspace impacts.

Mitigation Measures. Improvements to segments of Mill, Alabama, and Fith

streets are assumed to be the same as for the Proposed Action. TDM3measures would reduce traffic volumes beyond what is shown in this
analysis. However, no such measures were assumed to be implemented.

3 4.2.3.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Transportation effects are discussed in

this section for each proposed land use concept. The analysis considers the
net effect of each of these plans in relation to the Proposed Action and5 alternatives. This analysis concentrates on roadway transportation,
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U
assessed in terms of percent change in daily trips by the year 2015. These "
uses, in general, would not measurably affect airspace, air transportation, or
rail transportation. Almost all of these proposals would result in small
changes in daily trips, in numbers not sufficient to affect LOS on any road 3
analyzed.

U.S. Department of Interior. The Department of Interior has requested that
certain recreation facilities be conveyed to local jurisdictions. Under the I
Proposed Action, this proposal would result in the reduction of 7 percent of
total daily trips. For the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, there would be
a reduction of 2 percent; for the Non-Aviation Alternative, the reduction
would be 5 percent; and for the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative,

there would be no change in traffic conditions. No change in the projected
LOS on key local roads would result under any of the reuse altern-
Some additional light trucks for services would be generated.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. This would provide a facility for the USFS G

on three potential sites. The site adjacent to the west apron, in conjunction
with the Proposed Action, would result in a net reduction in daily trips of
about 1.4 percent. Under the Airport with Mixed Use, the Non-Aviation,
and the Aircraft Maintenance Center alternatives, the reduction would be in
the order of 1 percent of total daily trips. No change in LOS would result.

Use of the east site in conjunction with the Proposed Action would result in
a reduction of about 3 percent of total trips. Under the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative, there would be a 2 percent reduction. With the other reuse I
alternatives, there would be minor changes in daily trips. No change in LOS
would result. 5
With all reuse alternatives, use of select buildings in the west side of the

base would result in a minor reduction in daily trips.

An element of the USFS proposal involves aviation support facilities which
would be contingent on continued operation of the base airfield. Routine

operations would average one flight per day, which is minor. Transport of I
personnel during emergency response mobilizations would result in
occasional moderate vehicular traffic on all key roads.

U.S. Department of Education. This proposal would provide facilities for
750 to 1,000 students and create 250 direct jobs. Under the Proposed
Action and other reuse alternatives, there would be a slight reduction in 3
total daily trips, no more than 1.3 percent. No change in LOS would result.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. In conjunction with the Proposed I
Action, this proposal would result in a reduction of about 2.3 percent of

total daily trips. With the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, there
would be a 2.7 percent reduction in daily trips; with the two other reuse 3
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alternatives, the reduction would be 1.4 percent. No change in LOS would
result.

3 U.S. Postal Service. The requested facilities would generate 400 to 500
jobs. With the Proposed Action, there would be a negligible change in
traffic conditions; with the other reuse alternatives, there would be an
increase in traffic that would range from 0.8 to 1.6 percent. No change in
LOS would result.

McKinney Act Housing. In conjunction with the Proposed Action and any of
the alternatives, this land use would result in a reduction of a small percent
of total daily trips. There would be no change in LOS.

U San Bernardino County. Under all reuse alternatives, the county request for
a work furlough program would result in a slight decrease in total daily trips5 (in general, less than 1 percent). No change in LOS would result.

Aggregate Mining. In conjunction with the Proposed Action or Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative, aggregate mining would result in a net reduction of
less than 1 percent in total daily trips. In conjunction with the Non-Aviation
Alternative, there would be a net reduction of about 11 percent in daily
trips. The aggregate mining would affect circulation under the Non-Aviation
Alternative by precluding the establishment of direct access to Alabama
Street from the residential development. Traffic would be distributed to
other key roads. This is not expected to change the LOS on those roads.
Palm Avenue between Third and Fifth streets would operate at LOS D by
2015, due to truck traffic associated with aggregate mining which is3 expected to use Alabama/Palm Avenue as the main access road.

In combination with the Proposed Action or Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative, aggregate mining activities would not be expected to affect

aircraft operations at the airfield. Construction of any mining and
processing facilities would need to be coordinated with airport management
and the FAA to ensure the height and location of the structures meet
required obstacle clearance criteria for instrument flight procedures and
airport design standards.

3 Cumulative Impacts. Other land use concepts would not result in changes
in cumulative impacts.

3 IMitigation Measures. No mitigation measures would be required specifically
for other land use concepts.

N
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4.2.3.6 No-Action Alternative 3
Roadways. Under the No-Action Alternative, the expected population
growth and development unrelated to reuse of Norton AFB would lead to 3
traffic volume increases on local roadways through the year 2015. It is
projected that traffic on the key local roads would increase in proportion to
the area's population growth, minus the traffic generated by the current
users of the base, plus the traffic generated by the DMT.

Table 4.2-3 shows the daily vehicular traffic on key local roads during the
period 1995 to 2015. At the closure baseline (1994), It has been estimated
that practically all roads surrounding the base would experience LOS B or
better. By 2015, Mill Street (between Tippecanoe and Waterman avenues)
would have LOS C, and Fifth Street (between Del Rosa Drive and Victoria
Avenue) and Alabama Street (between Palmetto and Third) would both have
LOS D. The Tippecanoe interchange on 1-10 and the Mill Street interchange
on 1-215 would be at LOS F by the year 2015.

I
Table 4.2-3. Projection of Annual Average Daly Trips 1AADT) on Key Local

Roads with the No-Action Alternative

1995 1
Daily 2000 2005 2015

Roadway Segments Capacity Volume Volume Volume

Tippecanoe Ave. 40,000 8,538 9,642 12,365 i
Mill St. 15,000 6,218 7,022 9,005
Del Rose Dr. 30,000 893 1,009 1,294
Third St. east of Victoria Ave. 40,000 4,536 5,122 6,5693
Third St. west of Victoria Ave. 40,000 4,536 5,122 6,569
Victoria Ave. 30,000 6,914 7,808 10,013
Fifth St., Victoria-Del 15,000 7,575 8,554 10,970 1
Rosa Ave.
Fifth St., Victoria-Palm Ave. 40,000 4,443 5,017 6,434
Alabama St. 15,000 7,946 8,974 11,508 3
Palm Ave. 30,000 7,946 8,974 11,508

I
Under the No-Action Alternative, the only traffic on base will be generated
by the DMT crew. All on-base roads would operate at LOS A. 3
Airspace/Aki Traffic. Base closure and termination of the flying mission
would have resulted in the cancellation of the control zone, ATA, ARSA,

and instrument approach and departure procedures. The airspace would
then remain available to support other aviation uses. Base closure would
provide greater ease for aircraft operating to or from the Redlands Municipal 3
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3 Airport by not having to avoid the Norton ATC airspace or contact the tower
for transit through this area. Ontario TRACON would not likely change its
IFR arrival routes; however, more airspace would be available for
maneuvering aircraft into the traffic pattern, and controller work load would
be reduced for the Ontario-Norton sector. The navigational aids and
surveillance radar system previously serving the base could be3decommissioned and removed by the Ai Force since these facilities do not
support any other air traffic operations in the region.

Air Transportation. Without reuse of Norton AFB, no commercial air
facilities would be available to help meet growing demands for air passenger
and air cargo transportation.

IRailroad. Ridership on the AMTRAK system in and out of San Bernardino
would increase from 40,600 in 1990 to 63,800 by 2015, a gain of
57.1 percent. Rail freight would not be affected by the No-Action
Alternative.

Cumulative Impacts. Impacts of the other projects in the area would
exacerbate deteriorated freeway conditions even without reuse of Norton
AFB.

I Mitigation Measures. No mitigations are required for this alternative.

3 4.2.4 Utilities

Changes in future utility demands for each alternative were estimated based
on changes in direct and indirect employment, population, and proposed
land uses associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives, and on
average daily per-capita use of utilities. On-site demands were estimated by
applying the number of direct project-related workers associated with each
type of land use to a related per-capita use rate specific to each land use.
Utility usage related to incidental activities, such as landscape irrigation,
was also included in the estimate of total on-site demand.

Changes in total regional demand include the on-site demand and all of the
indirect utility demand generated by the Proposed Action and reuse
alternatives. New workers migrating into the region to take jobs resulting
from reuse activities, along with family dependents for both direct and
indirect workers, were used to derive net changes in regional utility
demands, based on a regional per-capita use rate.

Land uses associated with the Proposed Action and altematives would3create the need for changes in the existing distribution and collection
systems at Norton AFB, including modifications to on-base water pumping
and treatment facilities, wastewater collection systems, service providers3 for solid waste disposal, and distribution systems for electricity and natural
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U
gas. Additional utility corridors would likely be required, and new metored
service entrances may be needed at existing facilities. The full extent of I
these changes, however, can only be identified when plans for future
development evolve from the current conceptual level to more detailed 3
requirements.

The following assumptions were made in the analysis of potential effects on
utilities:

"* Specific infrastructurel improvements needed and associated
costs would be borne directly or indirectly by the future site @
developer(si.

"* The site would be serviced by local utility purveyors.

"* The existing distribution/collection systems will not be removed
by the Air Force and would be available in their current condition
for reuse.

"* Wells on base would be made available to local purveyors to
provide water for reuse activities. 3

4.2.4.1 Proposed Action

Table 4.2-4 presents a summary of on-site utility demand changes I
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives. Resulting changes in
utility demand in the ROI due to the Proposed Action are presented in

Table 4.2-5, compared to post-closure projections without base reuse. The I
current distribution/collection lines would not be able to handle the demands
of tht Proposed Action. The existing systems would be replaced

immediately with new distribution/collection lines for all utility systems. The I
existing electrical system could be rehabilitated in order to provide continued
service to the base in the short term and could be coordinated into the new

utility networks. Eventually, all utility systems would need renovation or I
replacement.

Water Supply. The Proposed Action would create an on-site water demand
of 2.5 MGD by 2015. Of this demand, 37 percent would be needed for
landscape irrigation at the site. For fire fighting purposes, a rate of 5,300
opm (for a period of 10 hours) and a reserve storage of about 3.2 MG would
be required to support the population growth (Merritt, 1988).

Reuse of existing on-base systems would require rehabilitation and new 3
construction to tie into an off-base water purveyor's system; preclosure
design capacities would not be able to handle the additional demand
imposed by the Proposed Action. The on-base electrical system would also

require rehabilitation to accommodate improvements to the water system.
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Table 4.2-4. On-Site Utility Demands for the Propoasd Action and Altwnatives

2000 2005 2015

Water (MGD) 1.4 2.0 2.5
Wastewater (MGD) 0.6 1.1 1.5
Solid Waste (thousand cubic
yadst/r) 8.3 18.0 23.0
Electricity (MW) 35.1 53.8 64.4

Natural Gas (thousand
therm/day) 3.0 6.7 8.3

Airport wh Mixed Use Ahmeat
Water (MGD) 1.6 2.7 3.0
Wastewater (MGD) 1.0 0.9 1.1
Solid Waste (thousand cubic
yards/yr) 9.3 17.0 21.0
Electricity (MW 56.5 84.7 99.15 Natural Gas (thousand
therm/day) 4.0 7.1 8.5

Aircraft Maintenance Center Altermative

Water (MGOD) 1.8 2.4 2.8
Wastewater (MGD) 1.0 0.9 1.0
Solid Waste (thousand cubic
yarwdsr) 7.3 14.0 16.0
Electricity (MW) 56.9 84.0 96.6
Natural Gas (thousand
therms/day) 3.7 6.6 7.4

Non-Aviation Alternative3 Water (MGOD) 1.7 2.4 3.1
Wastewater (MGOD) 0.9 1.5 2.3
Solid Waste (thousand cubicI yards/yr) 10.3 21.0 34.0
Electricity (MW) 27.3 35.9 49.6
Natural Gas (thousand
hermm/day) 5.5 10.2 13.9

IU
I
3 Norton AFB Disposal rand Reuse FEIS 457



I
Table 4.2-5. UtIlty Demand Chanes, In Oe ROI - Proposed ACtin

Uti 2000 2005 2015
Water Cornptlin ti MGD)

Post-Closure Projection 93.2 101.6 113.1
Proposed Action 94.2 104.3 118.1
Change From Post-Closure Projection 1.0 2.7 5.0 i

Percent Change 1.1 2.7 4.4
Wastewateir Tatmemnt (in MGD)

Post-Closure Projection 46.7 54.8 71.2 I
Proposd Action 47.3 56.5 74.4
Change From Post-Closure Projection 0.6 1.7 3.2

Percent Change 1.3 3.1 4.5

Sold Waste Disposal (in malons of cubln
yards/year)

Post-Closure Projection 3.77 4.35 5.52
Proposed Action 3.79 4.41 5.65

Change From Post-Closure Projection 0.02 0.06 0.13 I
Percent Change 0.5 1.4 2.4

Electrcit.y C4onsumptio (in MWWday) 3
Post-Closure Projection 7,234 7.995 9,783
Proposed Action 7,325 8,246 10,239
Change From Post-Closure Projection 91 251 456 3

Percent Change 1.3 3.1 4.7
Naturd GN Consumption (in thousands of
khermnsiay)

Post-Closure Projection 2,094 2,409 3,038
Proposed Action Projection 2,100 2,425 3,067

Change From Post-Closure Projection 6 16 29

Percent Change 0.3 0.7 1.0

Notw: Due to rounding. vduee in the table may not be verified by addition and sImple kodallemn. i
Souroee: Projeotlone baed on Busme. 1991: California Energy Conmciee'o. 1990; RFum. 1911; City of San Bernadno

Waw Detntwa. 1387; San Bernardino County Sold Waste Man4eme t Deparment, 191; San
ardind vy Mnp w atr Woetrot. 5I0. I

I
I
I
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Water consumption in the ROI would also increase as a result of the
Proposed Action, due to associated population increases. In the short term,
there would be little change in overall water demand. By 2015, the overall
increase from the Proposed Action would average 5 MGD over estimated
2015 demand of 113 MGOD without base reuse. The availability of
groundwater or other water supply issues are analyzed in Section 4.4.2,
Water Resources.

Overall changes would not be substantially different from the purveyors'
current assessed needs. However, between 2005 and 2015, the increase in
population and resulting increase in water demand from the Proposed Action
would require SBVMWD and individual water purveyors in the ares to make3- currently planned infrastructure improvements ahead of schedule.

Wastewater. The Proposed Action would generate about 1.5 MGD of
wastewater on site by the year 2015. This demand would account forI about 4.5 percent of the 33 MGD wastewater treatment capacity handled
by the SBRWTP, causing a minimal impact to plant operations. For an area
fully serviced by sewers, wastewater flows generally equate to waterI consumption levels (Merritt, 1988). At the base, however, the amount of
wastewater would be less than water demand due to landscape irrigation

i needs (accounting for 37 percent of water demand).

Infrastructural changes would be needed on the site to accommodate the
proposed reuse and site improvements. Rehabilitating and coordinating the

intertie of the base collection system would be required in order to meet the
demands of the Proposed Action. New construction might be necessary for
the majority of the current collection system on the site in order to meet city
codes. Additional pipeline capacity would be needed for the Norton outfall
and interceptor line which carries wastewater to the treatment plant. This
line is currently at capacity and would not be able to handle the additional

demand imposed by the Proposed Action. Increasing the size of the line
could rectify the deficiency. Industrial wastes generated by base reuse
could require pretreatment prior to discharging into the sanitary system or
other disposal. Improper disposal would adversely affect the SBRWTP.
Hazardous waste management is addressed in Section 4.3.

In the short term, there would be little change in overall wastewater

treatment demand in the ROI. By 2015, the increase generated by the
Proposed Action would be about 3.2 MGD greater than the estimated

demand without base reuse. This increase would affect the SBRWTP and
the Redlands and Colton treatment plants. About 0.8 MGD of the increase
would be in Redlands, 0.2 MGD in Colton, and the remainder in the
SBRWTP service area, which includes San Bernardino, Highland, and Loma
Linda.
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The increased population and resulting increase in wastewater levels due to 3
the Proposed Action may require SBRWTP to accelerate the long-term
infrastructural improvements as proposed in the Focused Facilities Master
PRan (City of San Bernardino Water Department, 1987). However, the 3
overall changes to their short- and long-term plans will not be notably
different from current needs assessments. Wastewater treatment plants in
Redlands and Colton would not be significantly affected. i

Solid Waste. On-site generation of solid waste would increase from 8,000
to 23,000 cubic yards between 2000 and 2015. The Proposed Action also
calls for the demolition of 3.600,000 square feet of buildings. The
demolition activities would generate approximately 154,200 cubic yards of
Group 3 solid waste material (non-water soluble, non-decomposable) that
would require disposal in county or private landfills. This figure does not I
include street pavement, utility infrastructure, or other non-building debris.
Although the county landfills will accept construction and demolition debris,
county projections indicate that most demolition debris does not enter the
public waste stream in the San Bernardino Valley area (the county charges a
fee by weight for construction debris entering the landfills). Several private
landfills in the area will accept clean (non-hazardous and inert) construction
and demolition debris. ACM (greater than 1 percent by weight) is no longer
disposed at the three county sites and would need to be disposed in
accordance with state and federal regulations (see Section 4.3).

In the short term, there would be little increase in the amount of solid waste
entering the area landfills in the ROI. The long-term project-related increase I
(2015) would be 130,000 (cubic yards) per year, or an increase of
2.4 percent over projections without base reuse. Most of this would be in

areas served by the San Bernardino County SWMD. This would result in a I
minimal shortening (less than 1 year) of the life span of the Mid-Valley and
San Timoteo landfills. However, the county is actively pursuing state
approval of SWMD plans to expand the Mid-Valley and San Timoteo I
landfills. Several county landfills in the San Bernardino Valley area are
nearing capacity. The Milliken landfill is anticipated to close in 1993.
Fifty percent of the waste currently disposed in this facility is expected to I
be diverted to the Colton landfill starting in June 1993 (San Bernardino
County Solid Waste Management Department, 1991). This will accelerate
the closure of the Colton landfill. The SWMD is considering reactivation of i
inactive landfills (Cajon and Yucaipa) and emplacement of transfer stations
to facilitate the collection of waste material to be transferred to larger
landfills in the region. 3
Impacts on the city of Redlands landfill would be minimal, since no solid
wastes generated by base reuse activities would be disposed at this facility. 3
The only project-related increase would be from employees and their families
who live in Redlands, who would generate an increase of about 17 thousand
cubic yards per year by 2015. i
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I Energy

Elctri[ity. The future project-related on-site load requirement for the
Proposed Action would amount to approximately 64 MW by the year 2015.
The average daily demand estimates exclude very small amounts of

electricity consumption required for direct construction activities (e.g.,
incidental loads for operating electrically-powered tools and equipment, and
temporary security lighting).

Infrastructural changes would be needed on the site to accommodate new
development associated with the Proposed Action. New high-voltage supply
lines, substations, and a distribution network that could accommodate the
electric load would be needed. The existing supply system could be

rehabilitated for short-term reuse but would need to be completely
renovated in the long term. Individual facilities would need to be metered to
monitor costs and charge individual users, and appropriate utility corridors

and easements would also need to be established.

The total electricity consumption in the ROI due to the Proposed Action
would be about 10,200 MWH/day by the year 2015. The increase in
electricity consumption associated with the Proposed Action would not
require SCE to make additional infrastructure changes in the Inland District.
Communities around the site would not be negatively impacted due to the
Proposed Action. Service to interruptible customers would not be curtailed

I due to additional demand of the Proposed Action.

.G On-site demand for natural gas would be about 8,000 therms
per day in 2015. The Proposed Action calls for replacement of the entire

existing natural gas distribution system. Additional gas main tie-ins would
be needed to supplement the two existing SCG supply line connections to
the base distribution system. SCG would require establishment of
appropriate utility corridors and easements and metering of individual
facilities. No additional changes beyond SCG's current and projected

i infrastructure improvements would be needed.

In the ROI, there would be little short-term increased demand for natural

gas. By 2015, the total demand in the ROI would increase by about 29,000

therms per day, or 1.0 percent more than projected demand without base
reuse. Communities in the ROI would not be negatively impacted with

respect to natural gas demands being met. Interruptible customers would
not experience any curtailment in service as a result of the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. Other redevelopment projects in the ROI would
increase utility demand rates in the area. The utility suppliers have indicated
that these future demands can be adequately met. Costs of needed
infrastructure improvements would be borne by each developer. Impacts
from March AFB realignment activities would not alter these conclusions.
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Mitigation Measures. Potential mitigation measures for reducing impacts
due to the Proposed Action are discussed in the following paragraphs.

WaterISupply. No significant impacts are expected from the Proposed
Action, and no mitigation measures would be necessary. Conservation in
the San Bernardino area could reduce the projected total demand at the site
over the next 20 years. Reductions in water use could be accomplished
through various voluntary or mandatory water conservation programs,
including rationing. These measures could be warranted by general
conditions in the ROI, as opposed to direct project impacts.

Wasteater. Mitigation measures for industrial pretreatment of wastewater
generated by future industrial/commercial reuses of the site need to be
addressed. The type(s) and extent of mitigation measures cannot be
specified at this time, because they would be dependent on the specific
operating procedures established for the new uses, the specific products
used, and the equipment used on site.

Depending on these factors, new users may have to make provisions for
pretreatment of industrial wastewater. New users would also be required to
obtain discharge permits in accordance with SBRWTP.

Solid Waste. Recycling and/or reuse of inert demolition wastes would i
decrease the potential impact on landfills.

Energy. No adverse impacts are anticipated to energy utilities; therefore, no i
mitigation measures would be necessary.

4.2.4.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. On-site utility demands for the i
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative are presented in Table 4.2-4.
Table 4.2-6 presents a summary of utility demand changes in the ROI
associated with this alternative. Although this alternative would retain I
many existing base facilities, the entire site would undergo rehabilitation and
some replacement of the various distribution/collection systems. The
existing electrical system is substandard and would need to be rehabilitated i
to meet short-term demand. However, the electrical system would be
inadequate for meeting the long-term service demands under this
alternative, and would have to be replaced. I
Water Supply. By 2015, this alternative would require 3 MGD to fully meet
the on-site per-capits and landscape irrigation needs. Of this total, I
41 percent would be needed for lawn irrigation at the golf course, park, and
recreational facilities. For fire fighting purposes, a rate of 4,827 gpm (for a
period of 10 hours) would be required along with reserve storage of about i
2.9 MG to support the population growth (Merritt, 1988).

I
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Table 4.24. Utility Demand Changes i the wROI - Airport with Mixed Use Alternative

Utility 2000 2006 2015
water Consumption (hi MGD)

Post-Closure Projection 93.2 101.6 113.1
Mixed Use Altemadve 94.5 104.1 116.9
Change from Post-Closure Projection 1.3 2.5 3.8

Percent Change 1.4 2.5 3.4
WNtewater Treatment (in MGD)

Post-Closure Projection 46.7 54.8 71.2
Mixed Use Alternative 47.5 56.4 73.6
Change From Post-Closure Projection 0.8 1.6 2.4

Percent Change 1.7 2.9 3.4
Solid Waste Disposal (in millions of cubic

I yards/yoer)
Post-Closure Projection 3.77 4.35 5.52
Mixed Use Alternative 3.79 4.40 5.60

Change From Post-Closure Projection 0.02 0.05 0.08
Percent Change 0.5 1.1 1.4

Electricity Consumption (in MWHIday)
Post-Closure Projection 7,234 7,995 9,783
Mixed Use Alternative 7,355 8,232 10,129

Change From Post-Closure Projection 121 237 346
Percent Change 1.7 3.0 3.5

Natural Gas Consumption (in thousands of
therms/day)

Post-Closure Projection 2,094 2,409 3,038
Mixed Use Alternative 2,102 2,424 3,060

Change From Post-Closure Projection 8 15 22
Percent Change 0.4 0.6 0.7

Note: Due to rounding, valueo in the tibie may not be verified by addition end simple oGaoulation.
Sour*e": Projectione baeec on Burms, 1331; Callfornie Energy ComnmIseon, 1990; Rlum, 1991; City of San Bemrrdino

Water Departmnwt 1987; San Bernardino County Solid Waste MaIngement Department, 1931: San
Bernardino Vlley Muniaipd Water DistrIct, 1990.

I
I
I
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Infrastructural changes would be needed on the site to accommodate
proposed development. The existing on-base water system could be used;
however, rehabilitation and new construction would be necessary to tie in
with the private purveyor's system. Pump stations/houses will need to be
retrofitted with electromechanical systems (pumps and electricity needed to
run the pumps) to maximize pumping capability. Additionally, the
174,000-gallon water storage tank located in the northeast corner of the
site is in poor condition due to corrosion and will need repair and possible
replacement (U.S. Air Force, 1990e).

Water consumption in the ROI would increase as a result of the Airport with i
Mixed Use Alternative over estimated consumption without base reuse. By
2015, the increase from this alternative would average 3.8 MGD. The

availability of groundwater or other water supply resources is analyzed in
Section 4.4.2, Water Resources.

Local purveyors' current improvement/expansion projects would adequately I
meet projected demands. Overall changes would not be substantially
different from purveyors' current assessed needs. Between 2005 and
2015, however, the increased water demand may require SBVMWD and
individual water purveyors to accelerate planned infrastructure
improvements.

Wastewater. This alternative would generate about 1.1 MGD of
wastewater on site by the year 2015. This demand would account for

about 3 percent of the 33 MGD wastewater treatment capacity of the I
SBRWTP, thus, comprising a minimal impact to plant operations.
Infrastructural changes needed on the site would be similar to those

projected in the Proposed Action. I
The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would increase estimated treatment

levels in the ROI. By 2015, the overall increase from this alternative would I
be about 2.4 MGD over the estimated demand w;thout base reuse. Most of
the increase would be in the SBRWTP service area. Redlands would
experience an increase of 0.6 MGD and Colton an increase of 0.1 MGD. I
Solid Waste. Under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, solid waste
generated on site would be 21,000 cubic yards per year by 2015. This
alternative also calls for the demolition of 935,000 square feet of buildings.
The demolition activities would generate approximately 50,000 cubic yards
of Group 3 solid waste material (non-water soluble, non-decomposable) from
facility demolition that would require disposal in private or county landfills.

Solid waste generated in the ROI would increase by 80,000 cubic yards per

year in 2015. Most of this increase would be in areas served by the county
SWMD. Redlands would experience an increase of 12 thousand cubic yards

I
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per year. Impacts on the rea's landfis due to implementation of this
alternative would be similar to those under the Proposed Action.

* Energy

Electicity The future on-st load requieent for Oth alternative amounts
to approximately 100 MW by the year 2015. This altsnative requires
35 MW more than the Proposed Action due to lodging and residential land
uses. These average daily demand estimates exclude very small amounts of
electricity consumption required for direct construction activities (e.g.,
incidental loads for operating electically powered tools and equipment, and
temporary security ghO). Curtailments of service to interruptible
customers would not result from additional demand with this alternative.

Infrutructural changes siilar to those projected for the Proposed Action
would be needed on the site to accommodate new development which Is
proposed under this alternative.

Electricity consumption in the Inland District would increase as a result of
the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative over the estimated consumption
without base reuse. Total demand within the SCE service area associated
with this alternative would reach an average of 10,100 MWH/day by 2015,
or about 3.5 percent greater than without base reuse.

NaturalGas. On-site demand for natural gas would be about 8,500 therms
per day in 2015 under this alternative. The Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative calls for maximum reuse of existing buildings and infrastructure,

but some rehabilitation and 'hew construction of natural gas distribution
would be needed on the site to accommodate development associated with
this alternative.

In the ROI, the demand for natural gas would be 22,000 therms per day by
2015, or 0.7 percent over the projections without base ruse. SCG will not
need to make additional infrastructure changes in the area surrounding theI site, except for new tie-ins to the reuse area. Communities in the ROI
would not be negatively impacted with respect to utility demands being met.
Interruptible service customers would not experience any curtailment as a
result of this alternative being implemented.

As with the Proposed Action, SCG would require establishment of
appropriate utility corridors and easements and metering of individual
facilities.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be similar to those
identified under the Proposed Action.

I
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Mitigation Measures. Measures identified to mitigate utility impacts from
this alternative are the same a8 those discussed for the Proposed Action
(Section 4.2.4.1).

4.2.4.3 Aircraft Maintenance Centw Alternative. On-site utility demands
for the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative are presented in
Table 4.2-4. Table 4.2-7 presents a summary of utilty demand changes in

the ROI associated with this alternative. On-sMte improvements required
would be similar to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

Water Supply. This alternative would require 2.8 MGD in 2015 to fully U
meet the on-site per-capita and land use needs. Of this total, 58 percent
would be needed for the proposed aggregate mining operation and lawn
irrigation at the golf course, park, and recreational facilities. For fire fighting
purposes, a rate of about 4,400 gpm (for a period of 10 hours) would be
required along with reserve storage of about 2.6 MG (Merritt, 1988). The
aggregate mining operation would require the production of 776 af/yr or
0.7 MGD to process the aggregate and control dust. The on-site well
located northeast of the airfield could meet the production demand with the

current pumping capacity of 1,774 gpm.

The 174,000-gallon water storage tank near the aggregate well could be

used to meet the needs of the mining site. However, repair and possible
replacement may be required due to corrosion (U.S. Air Force, 1990e). The
existing on-base water system could be used, but rehabilitation and new

construction would be necessary to tie into the private purveyors system. I
Pump stations•houses would need to be retrofitted with electromechanical
systems (pumps and electricity needed to run the pumps) to maximize
pumping capability for the rest of the site.

Water consumpticn in the ROI would increase as a result of the Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative over estimated demand without base reuse. I
By 2015, the overall increase from this alternative would average 3 MGD
over the estimated demand without base reuse. The availability of

groundwater or other water supply resources is analyzed in Section 4.4.2, I
Water Resources.

Local purveyors' current improvement/expansion projects adequately meet 3
projected growth demands related to the site. Between 2005 and 2015,
the project-related water demand increase may require SBVMWD and
individual water purveyors to accelerate planned infrastructure
improvements.

Wastewater. This alternative would generate about 1 MGD of wastewater
on site by the year 2015. This demand would account for about 4 percent
of the wastewater treatment capacity of SBRWTP, thus, causing a minimal
impact to plant operations. The amount of wastewater would be less than
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Table 4.2-7. Ulkiy Demand Changes In Ow ROI - Akraft Maintenance Cente Altemative

2000 2006 2015

Water Consumption (in MOD)

Post-Closure Projection 93.2 101.6 113.1

Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative 94.5 103.9 116.1

Change from Post-Closure Projection 1.3 2.3 3.0
Percent Change 1.4 2.3 2.7

Wastewater Treatment (in MOD)

Post-Closure Projection 46.7 54.8 71.2
Aircraft Maintenance Center 47.5 56.3 73.1
Change from Post-Closure Projection 0.8 1.5 1.9

Percent Change 1.7 2.7 2.7
Solid Waste Disposal (in milions of cubic

I yardslyew)
Post-Closure Projection 3.77 4.35 5.52
Aircraft Maintenance Center 3.79 4.40 5.59
Change from Post-Closure Projection 0.02 0.05 0.07

Percent Change 0.5 1.1 1.3
Electicity Consumption (Wi MWH/day)

Post-Closure Projection 7,234 7,995 9,783
Aircraft Maintenance Center 7,350 8,208 10,059

Change from Post-Closure Projection 116 213 276
Percent Change 1.6 2.7 2.83 Natural Gas Consumption fin thousands of

thamslday)
Post-Closure Projection 2,094 2,409 3,0383 Aircraft Maintenance Center 2,102 2,422 3,056

Change from Post-Closure Projection 8 13 18
Percent Change 0.4 0.5 0.6

Note: Due to rounding, values in table Wmay not be verified by addition and cm~e odouaaion.
Source.: Projectione besed on Bums, 1991; Callfonie Energy Corninlelon. 1990; Rlum. 1991; Cty of San Bemanrdino

Water Department, 1937; San Bemardino County Solid Waste Manaement Dspartmet. 1n1; Sno3 Bernaeino Vey unikdpd Water District. 1990.

I
I
I
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waw demand due to aggregate minn and landscape irrigati needs
(accounting for 58 percent of watr needs for this alternative).
Infrastructure! changes needed on the sit would be similar to those
described for the Proposed Action.

The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would Icrease estiated
treatment levels In the ROL. By 2015, the overall Increase from this

alternative would be about 1.9 MGD over the estimated demand without
be reuse. Most would be In the SBRWTP service wae; Redlands would
experience an increase of 0.5 MGD and Colton and increase of 0.1 MGD.

The impact would be similar to the Proposed Action.

Solid Waste. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would generate

16,000 cubic yards per year of solid waste on sita by 2015. This
alternative calls for the demolition of 935,000 square feet of buildings. The
demolition activities would generate approximately 72,200 cubic yards of
Group 3 solid waste material (non-water soluble, non-decomposable) that
would require disposal in private or county landfills. Impacts on the areas'
landfills due to implementation of this alternative would be similar to those

under the Proposed Action.

The increase in solid waste generated in the ROI would be 70,000 cubic

yards per year. Most would be in areas served by the SWMD, and about
10,000 cubic yards per year would be in Redlands.

I~nW2I
Eeicit. The future on-site load required by this alternative would

amount to approximately 100 MW by the year 2015. Infrastructural
changes would be needed on the site to accommodate the proposed new
development. Changes under this alternative would be similar to those

described in the Proposed Action. The average daily demand estimates I
exclude very small amounts of electricity consumption required for direct
construction activities (e.g., incidental loads for operating electrically

powered tools and equipment and temporary security lighting). I
Total demand within the SCE service area associated with this alternative
would reach an average of 10,060 MWH/day by 2015, or about 2.8 percent
greater than without be" reuses. Interruptible service customers would not
be impacted by demands of this alternative.

Nanl Gas. On-site demand for natural gas would be 7,400 therms per
day in 2015 under this alternative. As with the Proposed Action, SCG
would require establishment of appropriate utility corridors and easements
and metering of individual facilities. No additional infrastructure changes
beyond SCG's current and projected infrastructure requirements are
anticipated.
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In the ROI, the Increased demand for natural gas would be about 18,000
therms per day by 2015, or 0.6 percent over the projectione without base
reuse. These estimates represent less than 1 percent of the 300,800 total
therms the Inland Empire Division used each day in 1990. CurtaNlment of
service to non-core customers would not result from demands of this
alternative. Communities in the ROI would not be negatively impacted with
respect to utility demands being met.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be similar to those
i•entfied under the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Measures identified to mitigate utility impacts from
this alternative are the same as those discussed for the Proposed Action
(Section 4.2.4.1).

4.2.4.4 Non-Avlatio Alternative. On-site utility demands for the Non-
Aviation Alternative are presented in Table 4.2-4. Table 4.2-8 presents a
summary of utility demand changes in the ROI associated with this
alternative. Utility demands would be extensive throughout the site given
the land uses. These demands could be temporarily met by using the
existing utility systems. Eventually the site would need to undergo
extensive rehabilitation and replacement of the various utility

distribution/collection systems. The electrical system is substandard and
would need to be rehabilitated to meet short-term demand. However, this

system would be inadequate for meeting the long-term service demands
under this alternative, and would need to be replaced.

Water Supply. This alternative would create an on-site need for 3.1 MGD
by 2015 to meet on-site needs. Of this total, 25 percent would be needed
for landscape irrigation of the open/park/recreation areas. For fire fighting

purposes, a rate of 6,000 gpm (for a period of 10 hours) and a reserve
storage of about 3.6 MG are required to support the population growth
(Merritt, 1988).

Infrastructural changes would be needed on the site to accommodate

proposed development similar to those referred to in the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative. In addition, the new residential area would require a

complete new distribution system.

Water consumption in the ROI would increase as a result of the Non-

Aviation Alternative. By 2015, the overall increase from this alternative
would average 4.2 MGD over estimated demand without base reuse. The
availability of groundwater or other water supply issues is analyzed in
Section 4.4.2, Water Resources.
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Table 4.24. Utlty Demnd Changes in he tROI - Non-Avistion Atemaative

Utity 2000 2005 2015
Water Consumpton (in MOD)

Post-Ckloure Projection 93.2 101.6 113.1
Non-Aviation Alternative 94.4 103.7 117.3
Change from Post-Closure Projection 1.2 2.1 4.2

Percent Change 1.3 2.1 3.7
Wastewater Treatment (in MGDI

Post-Closure Projection 46.7 54.8 71.2 I
Non-Aviatlon Alternative 47.4 56.1 73.9

Change from Post-Closure Projection 0.7 1.3 2.7 3
Percent Change 1.5 2.4 3.8

Solid Waste Disposal (i millons of CY/year)

Post-Closure Proction 3.77 4.35 5.52 i
Non-Aviation Alternative 3.79 4.39 5.81
Change from Post-Closur Projection 0.02 0.04 0.09

Percent Change 0.5 0.9 1.6
BEecucity Consumpton (in MWH/day)

Post-Closure Projection 7,234 7,995 9,783
Non-Aviation Alternative 7,338 8,188 10,164

Change from Post-Closure Projection 104 191 381

Percent Change 1.4 2.4 3.9 I
Natural One Consumptoin (in houands of
thermw aI

Post-Closure Projection 2,094 2,409 3,038
Non-Aviation Alternative 2,100 2,421 3,062

Change from Post-Closure Projection 6 12 24
Percent Change 0.3 0.5 0.8

Note: Due to rounding, vdue In the tmIe mwy not be vwl~le by addition and kWple odoulatloni
Sourme: Pn~roftio bo@d on Burns, 1991: California Energy Comnvnison, 1990: Fkxm, 1991: City of SonBaerwino Water Depatment 1987; San Bemerdino County Solid Wete Management Departmmet, 1991;

San Mrnawdino Valley Mun"p-Wer oDetruot 1990.

I
l
I
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I Infrastructural changes throughout S8VMWD by private wae suppliers'

districts would be similar to those described for the Proposed Action and
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

Wastewater. This alternative would generate about 2.3 MGD of
wastewater on site by the year 2015. This would account for a minimal3 impact of about 7 percent of the wastewater treatment capacity of
SBRWTP. The amount of wastewater is less than water demand due to
lawn irrigation needs (which would account for 20 percent of water needs).
Infrastructural changes on the site to accommodate the land use
improvements would be similar to those described in the Proposed Action.
In addition, a new distribution system would be required for the housing.

UThe Non-Aviation Alternative would increase estimated treatment levels in
the ROI. By 2015. the overall increase from the Non-Aviation Alternative
would be about 2.7 MGD. or 3.8 percent, over the estimated demand
without base reuse. Most of the increase would be in the SBRWTP service
area. Redlands would experience an increase of 0.7 MGD and Colton an5 increase of 0.1 MGD.

Solid Waste. Under the Non-Aviation Alternative, 34,000 cubic yards per
year of solid waste would be generated on site by 2015. This alternative
calls for the demolition of 2,972,000 square feet of buildings. The
demolition of buildings would generate approximately 158,430 cubic yards
of Group 3 solid waste material that would require disposal in county or
private landfills. Development of the single-family residential area would
require demolition and removal of the runway, taxiway, and concrete apron
surfaces. The runway demolition would produce approximately 115,600
cubic yards of concrete debris (at an average thickness of 18 inches), and
the demolition of the taxiways and aprons would create about 307,400
cubic yards of concrete debris (at an average thickness of 12 inches). This
material would require disposal or recycling as a building aggregate.

The increase in solid waste generated in the ROI would be about 90,000
cubic yards per year by 2015. Most would be in areas served by the
SWMD; about 14,000 cubic yards per year would be in Redlands. Impacts

on the area's landfills due to implementation of this alternative would be
similar to those under the Proposed Action.

Eetr . The future on-site load associated with this alternative would
amount to approximately 50 MW by the year 2015. This alternative
requires 15 MW less power than the Proposed Action because residential
uses require less power than industrial uses. The average daily demand
estimates exclude very small amounts of electricity consumption required for

3 Norton AFO Dispo•a and Reuse FEIS 4-71

I



I
direct construction activities (e.g., incidental loads for operating electrically 1
powered tools and equipment and temporary security lighting).

The infrastructural changes needed on the site to accommodate new
development under this alternative would be similar to those discussed in
the Proposed Action. In addition, power would need to be distributed to the
new housing. I
Total demand within the SCE service area associated with this alternative
would reach an average of 10,160 MWH/day by 2015, 3.9 percent greater
than without base reuse. These added demands would not impact i
interruptible service customers.

Naturaa. The on-site Non-Aviation Alternative demand for natural gas I
would be about 14,000 therms per day by 2015. Development of
approximately 5,300 residential units would require installation of natural
gas lines and meters. A minimum of 15,200 linear feat of 4-inch pipeline
operating at standard distribution pressure (15 to 40 psi) would be required
to meet the anticipated on-site residential demand of 9,950 therms per day.
Non-residential development would also require rehabilitation and
replacement of the natural gas system, similar to the Proposed Action. SCG
will not need to make additional infrastructure changes in the surrounding

area off site, except for new tie-ins to the reuse area.

The increase in demand in the ROI would be 24,000 therms per day or
0.8 percent over the projections without base reuse. This would represent I
less than 1 percent of the 300,800 total therms the Inland Empire Division

used each day in 1990. Communities in the ROI would not be negatively
impacted with respect to utility demands being met. SCG interruptible
service customers would not be impacted by the added demands of this

alternative.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be similar to those
identified under the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Measures identified to mitigate utility impacts from
this alternative are the same as those discussed for the Proposed Action
(Section 4.2.4.1). I
4.2.4.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Changes in project utility demand

resulting from the other land use concepts would generally be I
commensurate with population changes resulting from those activities (see
Table 4.2-1). In estimating effects, population in-migration was assumed to
increase by the same proportion as the net change in jobs. I
U.S. Department of Interior. With the Proposed Action, this proposal would
result in a net decrease of 9.9 percent in the utility demands of the 3
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I Proposed Action. With the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, there would
be a net decrease of 3.4 percent in the alternative's utility demands. With
the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, the impact would be negligible
with respect to utility demands. In conjunction with the Non-Aviation
Alternative, this proposal would also have negligible results on utility

demands.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. This Proposal involves several areas of the
base. Use of the site adjacent to the west apron of the airfield would cause
an estimated net reduction of 2 percent of the utility demands of the
Proposed Action, 1.6 percent of the utility demands of the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative, 2 percent of the utility demands of Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative, and 1.1 percent of the utility demands of

the Non-Aviation Alternative. The east site would result in an estimated net
decrease of 4 percent of the utility demands of the Proposed Action,
2.9 percent of the utility demands of the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative, and 0.6 percent of the utility demands of the Non-Aviation
Alternative. The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative would experience
a net increase of 0.8 percent in its utility demands. Use of select buildings
on the west side of the base would result in an estimated net decrease of
less than 1 percent of the utility demands of any of the reuse alternatives.

I U.S. Department of Education. This proposal in conjunction with any of the
reuse alternatives would result in a net decrease of less than 1 percent in

3 utility demands.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. This proposal would result in a net
decrease of 3.3 percent in the utility demands of the Proposed Action, and
less than 1 percent in the utility demands of the Airport with Mixed Use,
Aircraft Maintenance Center, and Non-Aviation alternatives.

U.S. Postal Service. This proposal would result in an estimated net
decrease of about 0.2 percent of the utility demands of the Proposed
Action, 1.4 percent of the utility demands of the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative, 1.8 percent of the utility demands of the Aircraft Maintenance
Center Alternative, and 0.9 percent of the utility demands of the Non-g Aviation Alternative.

McKinney Act Housing. This land use would result in an estimated net
decrease of less than 0.5 percent of the utility demands of the Proposed
Action. There would be no change in the utility demands of the Airport with
Mixed Use, Aircraft Maintenance Center, or Non-Aviation alternatives.

SSan Bernardino County. The work furlough program would result in a net
decrease of 0.8 percent of the utility demands of the Proposed Action.
1 percent of the utility demands of the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative,
1.3 percent of the utility demands of the Aircraft Maintenance Center
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Alternative, and 0.6 percent of the utility demands of the Non-Aviation
Alternative.

Aggregate Mining. Aggregate mining in conjunction with the Proposed i
Action or Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would result in a negligible
decrease in utility demand. In conjunction with the Non-Aviation
Alternative, utility demand would be 3.4 percent less than without
aggregate mining.

Cumulative Impacts. Other land use concepts would not result in additional
cumulative impacts.

Mitigation Measures. No additional mitigation measures would be required
for other land use concepts.

4.2.4.6 No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative, the U.S
Government would retain ownership of the Norton AFB property. A DMT
(with a crew of approximately 50 personnel) would maintain the facilities
and grounds. Utility usage on site would be minimal in comparison to the
Proposed Action and other alternatives. The disuse of utility systems, I
however, could result in their degradation over the long term.

In the absence of any reuse actions at Norton AFB, post-closure utility I
demand in the study area is projected to increase with the increase in
population. The following utility usage is forecast using per-capita demand
factors provided by the utility purveyors in the study area:

"* Water consumption in the SBVMWD's service area is projected
to increase from 84.8 MGD in 1995 to 113.1 MGD in 2015. I

"* Wastewater treatment volume in the San Bernardino County
Water Quality Division's service area is projected to increase
from 38.5 MGD in 1995 to 71.2 MGD in 2015.

" Solid waste generated in the San Bernardino area is expected to
increase from approximately 3 million cubic yards/year in 1995 I
to 6 million cubic yards/year in 2015.

" Electricity consumption in SCE Inland District service area is 3
projected to increase from 6,536 MWH/day in 1995 to 9,783
MWH/day in 2015.

" Natural gas use in the SCG's Inland Empire Division is projected I
to increase from 1,779 thousand therms per day in 1995 to
3,038 thousand therms per day in 2015. 3

Cumulative Impacts. Utility demands in the area would increase as a result
of other developments, even without reuse of Norton AFB. The suppliers
have indicated that these demands could be adequately met.
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3 Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures are required for the No-Action
Alternative.

3 4.3 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

This section addresses the potential impacts of existing contaminated sites
on the various reuse options, and the potential for environmental impacts
caused by hazardous materials/waste management practices associated with
the reuse options. Hazardous materials/wastes, IRP sites, storage tanks,
asbestos, pesticides, PCBs, radon, and medical/biohazardous wastes are
discussed within this section.

The U.S. Air Force is committed to the remediation of all contamination at
-- Norton AFB due to past Air Force activities. The DMT will remain after base

closure to coordinate remedial actions. Delays or restrictions in reuse or
disposal of property may occur due to the extent of contamination and the
results of both the risk assessment and remedial designs determined for
contaminated sites. Examples of possible land use restrictions would be the
capping of landfills and the constraints from methane generation and cap
integrity, as well as the location of long-term monitoring wells. These
restrictions would have to be considered in the layout of future
development. Options to developers include creation of parks, greenbelts,
or open spaces over and around such areas.

Regulatory standards and guidelines were applied in determining the impactscaused by hazardous materials and hazardous waste. The following criteria
were used to identify potential impacts:

i * Accidental release of friable asbestos during the demolition or
modification of a structure

3 Generation of 100 kilograms (or more) of hazardous waste or
1 kilogram (or more) of an acutely (California Health and Safety
Code Chapter 6.95, Section 25532) hazardous waste in a
calendar month, resulting in increased regulatory requirements

* Compliance with new operational requirements or service for all
UST and tank systems

0 Any spill or release of a reportable quantity of hazardous
material

1 Manufacturing of any compound subject to regulatory
notification requirements

1 Exposure of the environment or public to any hazardous material
through release or disposal practices.
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Redevelopment plans for the Proposed Action and alternatives do not
specify whether there would be any manufacturing operations that produce

or use hazardous substances in quantities sufficient to be subject to

notification requirements. SARA, Section 313, Title III requires any 3
manufacturer to make annual reports if it produces 75,000 pounds or more
of a listed toxic chemical. Industrial facilities which use more than
10,000 pounds per year of a listed toxic chemical are also subject to
reporting requirements. These requirements may apply to new industrial
uses associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives.

4.3.1 Proposed Action

Hazardous Materials Management. The hazardous materials applicable to
the operation of an airport with OIP are summarizea in Table 4.3-1. The a
types of hazardous materials used in the Proposed Action would be similar
to those currently in use, specifically for aviation-related maintenance and
fuel transportation. The quantities of hazardous materials utilized under this 3
Proposed Action would likely be greater than those currently used at Norton.

Currently, handling of hazardous materials on the base is managed by DOD. I
If the Proposed Action were implemented, each separate organization within

the airport and OIP structure would be responsible for the management of
hazardous materials according to applicable regulations. Additionally, each
organization would have to comply with SARA, Section 311, Title III, which
requires that local communities be informed of the use of hazardous
materials.

The storage and handling of hazardous materials and wastes would present
a potential for spills. This could have adverse effects if adequate response I
capability is not provided. Airport operations would likely involve the largest
quantities of hazardous materials and have the most extensive emergency
response capability.

Hazardous Waste Management. The proposed land use zones would host
many operations that are yet to be defined. Once the responsibilities of U
hazardous waste management are allocated to individual organizations,

proficiency with those materials and spill responses are required by OSHA

regulations (29 CFR). Mutual aid agreements with surrounding communities
may require additional scrutiny and training of emergency staff.

The presence of numerous independent owner/operators on the base would 3
change the regulatory requirements and probably increase the regulatory
burden relative to hazardous waste management. Activities associated with

the Proposed Action would lead to an increase in the amount of hazardous 5
waste generated compared to the closure baseline.

I
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I Table 4.3-1. Proposed Action (Arport with Office/Industrial Park)

Hazardous Material Usage

Land Use Zones Operation Process Hazardous Materials
Airfield Refueling; aircraft loading/puking Aviation fuels, POL,

propylene glycol,

ethylene glycol, heating
oils

Aviation Support Operations associated with aircraft Fuels, POL, solvents,
maintenance and manufacturing, air paints, degreasers,
transportation related industry and corrosives, heavy metals,
warehousing, airport terminal reactives, thinners,
parking, administration offices, ignitables, heating oils,

facilities laboratory wastes

I industrial Activities associated with offices, Fuels, POL, solvents,
light industry, research and corrosives, ignitables,
development, warehousing heating oils, pesticides

Commercial Operation of retail/office, service Solvents, POL, ignitables,
industries, restaurants corrosives, pesticides,

fuels, heating oils, dry
cleaning wastes

Public/Recreation Maintenance of existing recreational Pesticides, chlorine,
facilities, golf course, undeveloped heating oils
open areasU

Installation Restoration Program Site. The extent of contamination at some
sites has not been delineated and neither the risk assessment nor the
remedial designs is completed. Additional IRP sites may also be identified

during ongoing studies and investigations. The U.S. Air Force is required by
DERP, CERCLA, and the FFA between the U.S. Air Force, U.S. EPA, and the
state of California, to continue the IRP activity, regardless of the reuse. IRP

i activities will be coordinated by the DMT and the aforementioned agencies.

Ultimate decisions on what type of future land use will be implemented at
areas overlying or adjacent to an IRP site will greatly depend on the overall
characterization of risk to human health posed by the IRP site. This risk
assessment is an integral pert of the remedial investigation to be conducted
at IRP sites. Part of the risk assessment involves estimates of exposure to
contaminants under future land use conditions at the site. This assessment
provides an understanding of the potential exposures to contaminants in the
future and may reveal that the site will not support some potential future

3 land uses.
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Conveyance of some Norton AFB properties from federal ownership may be
delayed as a result of required remedlation efforts. Ongoing activities at
identified IRP sites may delay or limit some proposed reuses. Rgure 4.3-1
shows the Proposed Action land use areas relative to the known IRP sites. I

"Airfield - Two IRP sites, associated with the proposed airfield
land use area, are located in the northeast corner of the base:
the base landfill (Site 2) and the sludge drying area (Site 11).
The extent of contamination for these sites will be determined
during the RI/FS. A portion of the base landfill exists within the
RPZ for runway 24. Remediation associated with this landfill I
could cause a delay in property conveyance and possibly impact
flight operations if remedial actions extend into the runway area
or object-free zone. If remedial actions are confined to areas "
outside the object-free zone, they should be manageable without
inhibiting airfield use. Currently no known IRP site
contamination extends beneath the existing runways identified
under the Proposed Action; the RI/FS will determine the extent I
of contamination. Installation and use of long-term monitoring
devices following remediation should not affect airfield
operations. Site 11 is farther east and not within the RPZ; n
therefore, associated remedial actions should not affect flight
operations. Remediation of the AAVS evaporation basins will
not affect flight operations. I

" Aviation Support - Numerous spill sites are located within the
proposed aviation support area. These sites are widely
distributed and remedial actions could delay property
conveyance for many different areas within this land use area.
On the west side of the airfield, remediation of the waste drum
storage area (Site 19) south of the main hangar could involve I
excavating the apron itself. These activities should not impact
aircraft activity along the southwest taxiway; exact site
dimensions are under investigation. Conveyance of the main
hangar (Building 763) or a section of the hangar could incur a
delay due to remediation of the electroplating shop spill (Site 9)
within the facility and TCE contaminated soils under the
hangars. Remediation activities associated with the I
underground waste oil storage tank (Site 6) may delay
conveyance of this site. U
On the northeast side, completion of remedial activities
associated with the base service station (Site 15) could delay
construction of the proposed passenger terminal, to be located I
in the northeast apron area. The remediation activities of the
aviation gas spill (Site 18) could delay conveyance of the main
aboveground fuel storage tanks, possibly affecting flight
operations due to limited on-site fuel storage. These remedial
actions should not impact the reuse of the AAVS building.

I
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vicinity, delaying prop~osed deoito and recontruc'tion of the
facilities. Contaminated soil sassociatedI with the PCB spill (Site

8) was immediately removed; therefore, no impacts to reuse m
should be encountered.

The remedial actions associated with the TCE-contiminated
groundwater plume in the central base area will probably
encounter utility lines passing under Sixth Street If proper
construction precautions are taken, the proposed realignment of
Del Rosa Drive and Tippecanoe Avenue should not be adversely I
impacted. Details will be worked out through the FFA process,

but it may be possible to remedlaes the subsurface
contamination without delaying conveyance of the property.

" Commercial - Some proposed commercial land use activities in
the northeast area of the base could be delayed due to the
extent of remediation associated with the underground
ferricyanide tank (Site 21) and AAVS Evaporation Tanks (Site
16).

" Public/Recreation - Public/recreation land use areas along the i
southern base perimeter include the golf course and undeveloped
open areas. These areas contain numerous IRP sites of various
types and sizes (Sites 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13, 17, 20, 22).
Remedial actions are often conducted simultaneously over
numerous IRP sites. Should this approach be used for the golf
course and IWTP IRP sites, a possible long-term delay in
property conveyance could occur, resulting in a delay in the
rouse of both the golf course and the IWTP, due to the large
number of IRP sites located in these areas. Reuse of the 30-acre
parcel in Highland will not be impacted by IRP activities.

Determination of future base land uses will be, to a certain extent,

dependent upon a regulatory review of the remedial design of the IRP sites. U
This review will identify current monitoring well locations and future land

use limitations as a result of their presence. The regulatory review process
would include notifying the FAA concerning the construction and locations I
of any monitoring wells.

Storage Tanks. Air flight and maintenance operations associated with the
Proposed Action would require the use of aboveground storage tanks and

USTs. These tanks must be in compliance with federal, state, and local
regulations regarding leak, spill and overfill protection, and liability insurance.

Asbestos. Extensive renovation and demolition of existing structures which 3
could contain ACM would occur with the Proposed Action. Such activities
are required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations. Results of the basewide asbestos survey are currently available 3
for review from the Norton AFB Environmental Management Office.
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Asbestos. Extensive renovation and demolition of existing structures which
could contain ACM would occur with the Proposed Action. Such activities
are required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations. Results of the basewide asbestos survey are currently available
for review from the Norton AFB Environmental Management Office.

Pesticide Usage. Pesticide, usage associated with the Proposed Action
would increase over amounts currently used, as a result of the combined

increase in public/recreation and OIP land uses involving extensive
landscaping. Management practices would be required to conform with
FIFRA and state regulations.

PCBs. All federally regulated PCB and PCB-contaminated equipment (50 to
499 ppm) will be removed prior to base closure. There may still be PCB
items (5 to 49 ppm) which would be regulated under state regulations. If
removed from service, this equipment would require disposal as a hazardous
waste. It is not anticipated that new PCB-containing equipment would be
brought in by the Proposed Action.

I Radon. All radon-screening survey results were below the U.S. EPA's
recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/I of air; therefore, no further action is5 required, and radon would have no impact on reuse activities.

MedicallBlohazardous Waste. All medical/biohazardous waste will be
removed from Norton AFB prior to closure. As a result, these materials
would not impact the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action does not
include any medical uses; therefore, it is not anticipated that new medical5 biohazardous wastes would be generated.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the Proposed3 Action in combination with other projects in the area.

Mitigation Measures. A hazardous materials and waste planning committee

comprising new base users could be established. This planning body could
reduce the costs of environmental compliance training, waste management,
and mutual spill response. Mutual aid agreements with surrounding
communities could enhance the emergency response capability to handle
inadvertent spills.

Not all of the IRP sites will need to be remediated; however, all of them
must be addressed and properly closed out. Active coordination between
the Air Force's IRP representative and new construction planning agencies
would mitigate potential problems. The presence of IRP sites may limit
certain land uses within overlying areas.

Coordination between asbestos removal and new construction or renovation3 actions would avoid any potential asbestos impacts. Compliance with the
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NESHAP would avoid potentio public exposure to airborne asbestos during 3
construction and/or renovation activities.

4.3.2 Airport with Mixed e Alternative

"Hazado Materials Mnagemengt. Hazardous materials to be utilized under
this alternative (Table 4.3-2) would be similar to th ose ateraals Used under
the Propomsd Action. Potential impacts usociad with hazardous materials
could incras over time due to the increase in aircraft maintenance
operations over the preclosure base level. Emergency response
rqr n would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

Haardous Waste Management. The afects discussed under the Proposed
Action would apply with imeentatio of this alternative. Due to the
extensive aircraft maintenance oerations propose, the amount of
hazardous waste generated would also increase over time. 3
Instalation Restoration Progrmn Site. IRP remedial actions associeW with
this alternative could cause delays in property conveyafnc and the eventual
reuse of facilities. Fgre 4.3-2 shows the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative land use areas relative to the IRP sites.

Impacts to the ifield and aviation support land uses would be the same a I
described for the Proposed Action. Site 21 remedial actions could delay the
proposed reuse of a portion of the northeast OIP; while remedistion of
Site 14 could delay construction in the central base residential ares. Site 8,
the PCB spill site, would be in an industrial land use area; no impacts from
this site should occur. Impacts on the golf course would be the same a
described for the Proposed Action. The 30-acre parcel in Highland would I
not be impacted by IRP remedial actions.

Storage Tanks. Air flight and maintenance Operations ssocited with the 3
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would require the use of aboveground
storage tanks and USTs. These tanks must be in compliance with federal,
state, and local regulations regarding leaks, spil and overfill Protection, and
liability insurance.

Asbestos. Some renovation and demolition of existing structues with ACM 3
will occur with reuse develoment. Such activities would comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Results of the basewide
asbestos survey are currently availab for review at the Norton AFB closure
office.

Pesticide Usage. Usage of pesticides for the Airport with Mixed Use 3
Alternative would increM over preclosure amounts as a result of the
increse in residential development. Use would be required to conform with
FIFRA and state regulations. 3
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SHaszado Marws Management. Hazardous materials to be utilized under
this alternative (Table 4.3-2) would be similar to those materials used under
the Proposed Action. Potential impacts associated with hazardous materials
could increass over time due to the increase in aircraft maintenance
onpertions over the preclosure bse level. Emergency response requkimentis3 would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

Hazardous waste management. The effects discussed under the Proposed
Action would apply with implementation of this alternative. Due to the
extensive aircraft maintenance operations proposed, the amount of
hazardous waste generated would also increase over time.

3 Installation Restoration Program Sites. IRP remedial actions associated with
this alternative could cause delays in property conveyance end the eventual
reuse of facilities. Figure 4.3-2 shows the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative land use areas relative to the IRP sites.

Impacts to the airfield and aviation support land uses would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action. Site 21 remedial actions could delay the
proposed reuse of a portion of the northeast OIP; while remediation of
Site 14 could delay construction in the central base residential area. Site 8.
the PCB spill site, would be in an industrial land use area; no impacts from
this site should occur. Impacts on the golf course would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action. The 30-scre parcel in Highland would3 not be impacted by IlP remedial actions.

Storage Tanks. Air flight and maintenance operations associated with the
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative would require the use of aboveground
storage tanks and USTs0 These tanks must be in compliance with federal,
state, and local regulations regarding leaks, spill and overfill protection, and
liability insurance.

Asbestos. Some renovation and demolition of existing structures with ACM
will occur with reuse development. Such activities would comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Results of the basewide
asbestos survey are currently available for review at the Norton AFB closure3 office.

Pesticide Usage. Usage of pesticides for the Airport with Mixed Use
Alternative would increase over preclosure amounts as a result of the
increase in residential development. Use would be required to conform with
FIFRA and state regulations.
PCBs. AN federally regulated PCB and PCB-contaminated equipment will be
removed prior to base closure. There may still be equipment with 5 to
49 ppm PCBs that would be regulated under state regulations. If removed

i from service, this equipment would require disposal as a hazardous waste.

It is not anticipated that new PCB-containing equipment would be brought in

I Norton AFB Disposul end Reuse FEIS 4-83

I



_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

E _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2Iib I

E~I
TV~d 9fI

pro
SNB 14

silo _ _ _ _

_ _ _ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ Si _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _

Sib 12
EX~~~lANATION~~ ~ Si b10h hE R lef ~~w[~] iriud h~ha~, wit Mixd 2s

- m Bmndk Avem

Nab uoafwo semo 3.3. ~fo FIgur 4.3-2rom

4-84 o Noelont AFBc DAepeaIwadRemFE

IRP Us



I
3 PCI.. AN federally regulated PCB and PCB-coaminated equipment wil be

removed prior to base closure. There may still be equipment with 5 to
49 ppm PCBs that would be regulated under atate regulations. If removed
from service, this equipment would require disposal as a hazardous waste.
It is not anticipated that now PCB-containing equipment would be brought in

i under this alternative.

Radon. AN radon-screening survey results were below U.S. EPA's
recommended mitigation level of 4 pCii of sir; therefore, no action is
required, and radon would have no impact on reuse activities.

Medica/lahazardlu Waste. Reuse of the clinic would generate
medical/biohazardous waste; management practices would be required to
conform to the California Medical Waste Management Act.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the Airport

with Mixed Used Alternative in combination with other projects in the ares.

Mitigation Measures. The same mitigation measures discussed for the
Proposed Action would be appropriate for activities associated with this
alternative.

£ 4.3.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Altemative

Hazardous Materials Management. Hazardous mater"ls to be utilized under
this alternative are similar to those materials used under the Airport with
Mixed Use Alternative; Table 4.3-3 identifies the hazardous materials most
likely to be utilized under this alternative. Potential impacts associated with

hazardous materials could increase over time due to the gradual increase in
aircraft maintenance operations over preclosure levels. Emergency response
requirements would be the same as under the Proposed Action and Airport

with Mixed Use Alternative. The inclusion of aggregate mining would also
increase hazardous material usage under this alternative due to operation of3 processing equipment and fleet vehicles.

Hazardous Waste Management. The same conditions discussed under the
Proposed Action would apply with implementation of this alternative. Due
to the potential increase in aircraft maintenance and aggregate processing
operations, hazardous waste could increase over time.

3 Installation Restoration Program Sites. IRP remedial actions associated with
this alternative could cause delays in property conveyance and the eventual
reuse of existing base facilities as described for the Airport with Mixed Use3Alternative. Remediation of IRP sites in the northeast portion of the base
could delay aggregate mining operations (Figure 4.3-3). The method to be
used in closing the landfill (Site 2) has not been decided. Capping the
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Table 4.3-3. Aircraft aintenance Centor Alternative Hazardous Mari Usage

Land Use Zones Operation Process Hazardous Materials

Airfield Refueling; aircraft Aviation fuels, POL,
loading/parking propylene glycol. ethylene

gyo. heating oils

Aviation Support Operations associated with Fuels, POL, solvents, paints, i
aircraft maintenance and degreasers, corrosives,
manufacturing, air heavy metals, reactives,
transportation related thinners, ignitables, heating
irndustry and warehousing, oils, plating wastes,
airport terminal parking, cyanides, laboratory wastes

administration offices, 5
corporate and private
aviation facilities

Industrial Operations associated with Solvents, POL, aerosols, I
(Warehouse) warehousing and related fuels, heating oils

maintenance 5
Industrial (OIP) Activities associated with Fuels, POL, solvents,

offices, light industry, corrosives, ignitables,
research and development, heating oils, pesticides I
higher value warehousing

Industrial Aggregate mining and Solvents, POL, fuels, 3
(Mining) processing corrosives, aerosols

Institutional Operation of existing clinic Medical/biohazardous waste, 5
(Medical) heavy metals, radiological

sources, laboratory waste,
solvents 3

Commercial Operation of retail/offices, Heating oils, POL, solvents,
restaurants, service corrosives, ignitables,
industries pesticides, dry cleaning

Wastes

Residential Utilization of single-family Heating oil, POL, fuels, R

and multi-family units solvents, pesticides, chlorine

Public/Recreation Maintenance of existing Pesticides, chlorine, heating i
recreational facilities, oils, POL
undeveloped open lands,
golf course
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with federal, state, and local regulations regarding leaks, spill and overfill 1
protection, and liblt insurance.

Asbestos. Some renovation and demolition of existing structures with ACM
would occur with this alternative. Such activities would be required to
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Results of
the basswide asbestos survey are currently available for review from theNorton AFB closure office.

Pesticide Usage. Under the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, 1
pesticide usage would be similar to preclosure levels. Management would
be required to conform with FIFRA and state regulations.

PCBs. All federally regulated PCB and PCB-conteminated equipment will
be removed prior to base closure. There may still be equipment with 5 to
49 ppm PCBs that would be regulated under state regulations. If removed
from service, this equipment would require disposal as a hazardous waste.
It is not anticipated that new PCB-containing equipment would be brought in
under this alternative.

Radon. All radon-screening survey results were below the U.S. EPA's
recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/I of air; therefore, no action is
required, and radon would have no impact on reuse activities.

MedicaliBlohazardous Waste. Reuse of the clinic would generate I

medicaljbiohazardous waste; management practices would be required to
conform to the California Medical Waste Management Act.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative in combination with other projects in the
area.

Mitigation Measures. The same mitigation measures discussed for the
Proposed Action would be appropriate for activities associated with this I
alternative.

To lessen the impacts to the aggregate mining operations, remedistion of 3
IRP sites in the northeast portion of the base could be done concurrently
with mining operations. This would depend on the phasing of the mining
operations and require coordination with the base DMT and all applicable
regulatory agencies.

4.3.4 Non-Aviation Alternative 3
Hazardous 'viaterlals Management. Hazardous materials usage under the
Non-Aviation Alternative (Table 4.3-4) would increase over the closure
baseline. Businesses within the industrial park areas would likely utilize
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5 4.3.4 Non-Aviation Alternative

Hazardous Materials Management. Hazardous materials usage under the
Non-Aviation Alternative (Table 4.3-4) would increase over the closure
baseline. Businesses within the industrial park areas would likely utilize
hazardous materials, and storage and handling of these hazardous materialsIand wastes would present a potential for spills. The potential spill quantities
would likely be smaller without aviation activities, but the on-sits spill
response capability would also likely be less.

UTable 4.3-4. Non-Aviation Altemative Hazardous Material Usage

Land Use Zones Operation Process Hazardous Materials

Industrial Operations associated with Fuels, POL solvents,
(Warehouse) warehousing and related heating oils

maintenance

Industrial (OIP) Activities associated with Fuels, POL solvents,
offices, light industry, corrosives, ignitables,
research and development, heating oils, pesticides
warehousing

Institutional Operation of existing clinic Medical/biohazardous
(Medical) waste, heavy metals,I radiological sources,

laboratory waste,
solvents

Commercial Operation of retail/offices, Fuels, POL, solvents,
restaurants, service corrosives, ignitables,
industries heating oils, pesticides,

-. dry cleaning wastes

Residential Utilization of single-family Fuels, POL, heating oil,
and multi-family units solvents, pesticides,I chlorine

Public/Recreation Maintenance of existing Pesticides, chlorine
recreational facilities, golfI course, undeveloped open
areaI

Increased use of household hazardous materials would occur under this

alternative (i.e., pesticides, fuels for maintenance equipment, paints, and
thinners) due to the greatly expanded residential reuse.

Hazardous Waste Management. Hazardous waste generation would
increase over closure baseline levels due to an increase in industrial land

use. Other generators must comply with all applicable federal, state, and3 local disposal regulations.
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installation Restoration Program Sites. Impacts from IRP sites in the 3
western area of the base and the golf course would be as described for the
Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. In the areas proposed for new
residential development under this alternative (Figure 4.3-4), remediation of I
Sites 2, 11, 15, 16, 18, and 21 could delay property conveyance. Location
of the long-term monitoring devices could also impact complete
development within this land use area. The method to be used in closing
the landfill (Site 2) has not been decided. Capping the landfill is one
potential solution which would allow for development of parks and
greenbefts. 5
Impacts from IRP activities associated with the golf course and IWTP would
remain the same as those under the Proposed Action. IRP remediation 3
located in the central base area could cause delays in property conveyance,
resulting in delays to scheduled demolition and construction.

The proposed residential reuse of the 30-acre parcel northeast of the main I
base will not be impacted by IRP activities.

Storage Tanks. Maintenance or business operations associated with the I
Non-Aviation Alternative may require the use of aboveground storage tanks
and USTs. These tanks must be in compliance with federal, state, and local

regulations regarding leaks, spill and overfill protection, and liability
insurance.

Asbestos. Some renovation and demolition of existing structures with ACM I
will occur with reuse development. Such activities will comply with all
applicable federal, state, and local regulations. Results of the basewide
asbestos survey are currently available for review from the Norton AFB
closure office.

Pesticide Usage. Pesticide usage associated with the Non-Aviation I
Alternative would include use associated with residential areas.
Management practices would be required to conform to FIFRA and state
regulations.

PCBs. All federally regulated PCB-contaminated equipment will be removed
prior to base closure. There may still be equipment with 5 to 49 ppm PCBs I
that would be regulated under state regulations. If removed from service,
this equipment would require disposal as a hazardous waste. It is not
anticipated that new PCB-containing equipment would be brought in under U
this alternative.

Radon. All radon-screening survey results were below the U.S. EPA's 3
recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/I of air; therefore, no action is
required, and radon would not create any impact on reuse activities.

4-90 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the Non- w
Aviation Alternative in combination with other projects in the are".

Mitigation Measures. The same mitigation measures discussed for the
Proposed Action would be appropriate for activities associated with this
alternative.

4.3.5 Other Land Use Concepts

This section discusses other land use concepts within the framework of the I
IRP risk assessment and remediation process, and within the context of the
hazardous materials and wastes typically associated with the Proposed
Action and alternatives. Figure 4.3-5 shows proposed federal transfers and
other government concepts in relation to the IRP sites. Figure 4.3-6 shows

the aggregate mining overlays in relation to the IRP sites.

Several of the concepts involve using existing buildings and making
modifications to those buildings to accommodate the new use. Modification
of existing buildings could require use of asbestos abatement measures
depending on the findings of the asbestos survey under review. Asbestos
removal in accordance with all applicable regulations would preclude any

exposures.

U.S. Department of the Interior. Hazardous materials and wastes associated

with the park and recreational disposal sponsored by the National Park I
Service would include paints, thinners, pesticides, fuels, waste oils,
solvents, and corrosives. Management of all hazardous materials and
wastes will comply with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations,

thereby mitigating any environmental impacts.

No IRP sites are located in the recreation complex in the northwest ares of

the base (gymnasium area) or the family camping ares in the northeast. IRP
remedial actions could impact the golf course, where several IRP sites ae

located. Sites include numerous waste pits (Sites 1, 3, 4, and 12), a fire
training ares (Site 5), base Landfill 1 (Site 10), and a low-level radioactive
waste burial site (Site 20). Sites associated with the IWTP (Sites 7, 13, 22,
and 71) could also delay reuse of the golf course. Long-term remediation

and monitoring activities of these sites could delay golf course reuse
activities/operations. The city of Highland's request through the National
Park Service for the 30-scre parcel northeast of the base would not be

affected.

4
I
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U.S. Department of Agriculture. Hazardous miterials used by and wastes I
associated with the aviation, administrative, and warehouse general
operations by the USFS would include aviation fuel, diesel oil, motor fuels,
POL, solvents, ignitables, degreasers. paints, and thinners. Hazardous
materials, which could be stored in an on-site fire fighting equipment cache,
would include road flares (fusees), signal cartridges, smoke grenades, and
liquid petroleum gas (stored in 5-gallon cans). Management of these
hazardous materials and any generated wastes would be the responsibility of
USFS personnel and must comply with all applicable local, state, and federal
regulations.

Currently, no IRP sites occupy any of the locations under consideration for
this transfer.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. Pesticides, paints, thinners, fuels, and

waste oils would be the typical hazardous materials and hazardous wastes
associated with the warehouse and dormitory maintenance operations.
Handling and management of these materials would be the responsibility of
the operator and must be in compliance with all applicable regulations; I
therefore, environmental impacts would be mitigated by compliance with the
regulations. Medical/biohazardous wastes could be generated at the clinic;

management practices would conform to Title 22, Article 13 of the CCR.

Currently no IRP sites exist in the vicinity of the facilities requested by the
VA; thus, no impacts will be incurred through IRP actions. An injection well I
has been installed as part of the central base TCE groundwater

contamination remediation project. The well installation is in the parking lot
shared by the four dormitories. Well equipment is flush-mounted and will
not impact availability of dormitory parking.

U.S. Department of Education. The only education activity likely to use
hazardous substances would be aviation training. Aviation fuels, POL,
solvents, degressers, corrosives, paints, and thinners would be the
hazardous materials most commonly utilized for an aviation training center;

and would be handled in accordance with all applicable regulations to
mitigate impacts to the environment.

Currently no IRP site is located within the proposed reuse areas; therefore, i
no impacts should occur as a result of IRP remedial actions.

McKinney Act Housing. Paints, thinners, pesticides, and POL will most I
commonly be utilized for maintenance purposes. Reuse of the dormitory
facilities for housing for homeless persons should not be impacted by IRP

remedial activities.

U.S. Postal Service. The hazardous materials and wastes associated with
the U.S. Postal Service proposal would consist of POL, paints, and thinners.
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3 A small amount of pesticdes could be utilized for wrounds maintenance. No

impacts from existing IRP sites would be incurred based on the proposed
location of Postal Service facilities and existing IRP sites.

San Bernardino County. Maintenance of this facility would utilize pesticides,
paints, thinners, and POL. IRP remedlation activities would not impact the3 proposed facility reuse.

Aggregat Mining. Aggregate mining in combination with the Proposed
Action, Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, or the Non-Aviation Alternative

would increase hazardous material use. Table 4.3-3 lists typical hazardous
materials involved in equipment and vehicle maintenance associated with
the operation. Similarly, quantities of hazardous waste generated could

increase. The mining process itself does not generate hazardous wastes.

3 Remedation of IRP site in the northeast portion of the bae could delay
aggregate mining operations (see Figure 4.3-6).

Cumulative iMpacts. No cumulative impacts would result for the proposed
land use concepts.

Mitigation Measures. The same mitigation measures discussed for the

Proposed Action would be appropriate for activities associated with other
land use concepts. Mitigation measures for reducing impacts from IRP
activities on aggregate mining are discussed under the Aircraft Maintenance

Center Alternative.

5 4.3.6 No-Acdon Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the only hazardous materials and
hazardous waste issues of concern would be those associated with the final

phases of IRP remediation activities. This alternative would require the DMT
to manage all hazardous wastes under applicable local, state, and federal
regulations.

Hazardous Materials Management. Hazardous materials would be utilized in
performing routine base maintenance. The materials used for such activities
would include paints, thinners, pesticides, fuels, and POL. The DMT would
require contractors to comply with all applicable hazardous material

areousat st

DMT, all accumulation and satellite accumulation points will be closed Prior
to base closure. Disposal of all preclosure wastes would be accomplished
by DRMO prior to base closure. The small amount of hazardous waste that
would be generated under the No-Action Alternative may enable the DMT to
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become an exempt small-r~iantity generator. The DMT would comply with 5
al regulatory requirements.

Instalation Restoration Program Sites. The DMT would support the utility 3
requirements for the IRP contractor and provide security for the ares under
remediation. On"n sampling and remedial design activities would be
continued by the individual IRP contractors. 3
Storage Tanks. Plans to remove all remaining USTs would be implemented
after closure. In-place closure of empty tanks would lead to deterioration
and degradation; therefore, removal is referred. The aboveground storage
tanks would be purged to avoid fire hazards. The DMT would provide
cathodic protection, repair, and maintenance of the aboveground storage 3
tanks and piping.

Asbestos. The impacts from the No-Action Alternative would be minimal.
Vacated facilities would likely be boarded up if the No-Action Alternative
were implemented. All deteriorated asbestos materials will be abated if
discovered; therefore, ACM would not be released into the atmosphere. i

Pesticide Usage. Under the No-Action Alternative, the grounds and golf
course would be maintained in such a manner as to facilitate economic
resumption of use. There should not be an appreciable increase in the use I
of pesticides. Application of pesticides would be conducted in accordance
with FIFRA and state regulations to assure proper and safe handling and
application of all chemicals.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls. All federally regulated PCB-contaminated
equipment will be removed prior to base closure. There may still be I
equipment with 5 to 49 ppm PCBs that would be regulated under state
regulations. If removed from service, this equipment would be disposed of
as a hazardous waste. 3
Radon. All radon-screening survey results were below U.S. EPA's
recommended mitigation level of 4 pCi/I of air; therefore, no further action is
required, and radon would not create any impacts.

Medical/Wohazardous Waste. All medical/biohazardous waste would be
removed from Norton AFB prior to closure. As a result, these materials
would not represent an impact. No new wastes would be generated under
the No-Action Alternative. U
Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the
No-Action Alternative in combination with other projects in the area. 3
Mitigation Measures. Under the No-Action Alternative, one organization
would be responsible for the besewide management of hazardous 3
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extensive than those requikrd for the Proposed Action or the other rem
i alternatives.

4.4 NATURAL ENVIRON NT

SThis section describes the potential effects of the Proposed Action and
alternatives on the natural resources in the bew erea and surrounding
region. Natural resources nclude soils and geology, water resources, wa
quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources.

4.4.1 Soft and Geology

I The potential effects of the Proposed Action and reum alternatives on the
local sols and geology, as wOl as tho potential effects from regional3seismicity, have beon analyzed based on review of published literature.

4.4.1.1 Proposed Action. Effects of the Proposed Action on regional soils
and geology would be minimal. Use of sand and gravel resources (e.., for
construction material or concrete) for new facilities and roadways Is not
expected to substantially reduce the availability of these materials from local
producers. The Proposed Action would develop and pave over some
existing vacant areas containing potential aggregate resources; however, the
region offers adequate potential reserves to meet projected regional

I demands.

Effects on local soils and geology would result primarily from the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Action, such as
grading, excavating, and recontouring the soils. Thes activities could alter
the soil profiles and the local topography. Approximate acregOes to be
disturbed under the Proposed Action between closure and at 5, 10, and
20 years of redevelopment are presented in Table 2.2-2.

Local soils within the potentially disturbed areas ae not highly susceptible
to wind or water erosion, and impacts from soil erosion are considered short
term. Once the construction phase is complete, most aea would be
icovered by pavement or landscaped, thus, reducing the erosion potential.
Demolition and reconstruc tion activities would affect areas that have been
previously disturbed and altered.

5 The Proposed Action would not be subject to impacts ssociated with
ground rupture; however, It would be subject to secondary seismic hazards
such as ground shaking, subsidence, and liquefaction. Some existing3facilities may not meet current Uniform Building Code design standards for
Seismic Hazard Zone IV. The integrity of the existing buildings would need
to be assessed by the new owner to determine whether structural upgrades
will be required by the local ordinances prior to occupancy. In the long
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term, the Proposed Action involves replacement of pro-i1980 facilities
located outside the aviation area with new facilities. New facility
construction would have to comply with Uniform Building Code design
standards to reduce the potential for property damage, thereby minimizing
the potential impacts of secondary seismic hazards caused by ground
shaking, liquefaction, and ground subsidence. As required in the San
Bernardino County Development Code, the new owners would prepare site-
specific geotechnical reports to assess the liquefaction potential prior to
developing within areas susceptible to liquefaction (City of San Bernardino,
1989b, 1990). 1
Cumulative Impacts. Impacts to the aggregate supply resulting from the
increased project demand for aggregate resources in the area may be
greater when combined with the projected rapid growth in the San
Bernardino area. Long-term impacts on supply of aggregate material should
be minimal because there is an abundance of untapped aggregate sources in
the region. No cumulative impacts are expected for soils or seismicity.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures could be employed to minimize

wind and water erosion potential, especially during the construction phase
when trenches and cut slopes are exposed. During construction, the length
of time vegetation and other cover are absent should be minimized. If cut

slopes are exposed, any of the following measures may be useful in limiting I
erosion:

* Add protective covering such as mulch, straw, or other 3
synthetic material.

L Umit the amount of area disturbed and the length of time slopes
and barren ground are left exposed. I

* Construct diversion dikes and interceptor ditches to divert water
away from the construction areas. I

* Install slope drains (conduits) and/or water velocity-control
devices to reduce concentrated, high-velocity streams from I
developing.

While mitigation measures will help reduce the amount of erosion that could
occur as a result of construction-related activities, erosion by wind and
water cannot be completely eliminated. Application of mulch, straw, or
synthetic material has proven very effective over the short term for
controlling erosion. The application of straw at the rate of about 1,000
pounds per acre should reduce the short-term erosion potential of these soils
by about 65 percent, and the application of 2,000 pounds per acre should

reduce the short-term erosion potential by about 95 percent. Application of
the straw would require tacking, using a modified sheepsfoot roller.

I
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3 After the construction phase, long-term erosion control, if necessary, can be

effectively accomplished by keeping soils under vegetative cover and
planting windbreaks perpendicular to the predominant wind direction.
Revegetating with short grasses, barley, or alfalfa should reduce the
long-term erosion potential by greater than 50 percent. The type of
vegetation used must comply with FAA standards in areas intended for
aircraft runways. After construction, soils underlying facilities and
pavements will not be subject to erosion.

The new developers would need to prepare site-specific geotechnical reports
to determine necessary mitigation prior to new development within areas
susceptible to liquefaction (City of San Bernardino, 1989b).

1 4.4.1.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Impacts on soils and geologic
resources under this alternative would be similar to those under the
Proposed Action, except that approximately 150 acres less ground
disturbance is anticipated. The approximate area to be disturbed under each
land use category between closure and 5, 10, and 20 years of
redevelopment is presented in Table 2.3-2. Project-related demand for sand

and gravel resources could be supplied from local sources. Impacts from
soil disturbance and erosion are considered to be short term because
exposed areas would be covered by pavement or landscaping, thus,
reducing the erosion potential.

As mentioned for the Proposed Action, the site is subject to secondary

seismic hazards, including ground shaking, liquefaction, and ground
subsidence. The integrity of the existing buildings would need to be
assessed by the new owner to determine the need for any structural
upgrade required by local ordinances prior to occupancy.

Engineering design for new facilities will be required to minimize the
potential for public safety hazards and property damage. Structural
upgrades of some existing facilities may also be required to reduce the risk
of structural failure during a seismic event.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be similar to those in the
Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Potential mitigation measures would be similar to

those discussed for the Proposed Action.

4.4.1.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. Demand for sand and

gravel resources would be less under this alternative than the other aviation3 alternatives because there would be less construction in the northeast
portion of the base. The approximate area to be disturbed under each land
use category between closure and at 5, 10, and 20 years redevelopment is3 presented in Table 2.3-6. Impacts from soil disturbance and erosion in
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developed arns awe considered to be short term because exposed arwo 3
would be covered by pavement or landscaping, thus, reducing the eroslort
potential.

As maetioned for the Proposed Action, the base arm is subjct to secondary
seismic hazards. including round shaking, liquefaction, and ground
subsidence. The inegit of the existing buildings would need to be
assessed by the new owner to determine structural upgrading required by
local ordinances prior to occupancy. New structures would be required to
meet Uniform Building Code citeria.

Impacts from soil disturbance in the aggregate mining area would be long
term. The aggregate pit could expose approximately 200 to 300 acres to a
depth of about 70 feet with 45-degree side slopes (bench cuts).
Approximately 1.1 million short tons of raw materials e likly to be
removed annually depending on market demand. On-site haul roads,

including the haul road over the flood control berm and the processing amr, U
would disturb an additional 30 to 50 acres of land. Several sand and gravel
stockpiles would be located in the processing ars for loading and

distribution. Berms would be located around the site and along the stream I
diversion in the Santa Ana Wash. The entire site would be subject to
impacts associated with wind and water ercosn, such as slope failure and

dust generation.

The mining operations and reclamation would comply with the SMARA
through approval from the county of San Bernardino of an Application for I
Mining/Reclamation Site Approval. The new owner would be required to file

an application describing the site-specific operations and measures for
grading, backfilling, resoiling, revegetation, soil compaction, soil erosion
control, and other reclamation requirements.

Cumulative Impacts. As in the Proposed Action, increased project demand 3
for aggregate resources would likely be exacerbated when combined with
the projected rapid growth in the San Bernardino area; however, this

alternative would supply the local area with an additional 1 million short i
tons of aggregate annually. thus, offsetting short-term impacts. Long-term
impacts on availability of aggregate material should be minimal because
there is an abundance of untapped aggregate sources in ttI region. 3
Mitigation Measres. Potential mitigation measures described for the
Proposed Action would apply to this alternative. 3
Erosion impacts associated with the mining operations could be reduced by
applying dust-binding agents to the stockpiles and haul roads; wetting down

the stockpiles, conveyor transfer points, and haul roads with a water spray
system; providing adequate surface drainage; or by reducing operations

during adverse weather conditions. 3
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3The new owners would be required to perform site-specific geotechnical

studies to determine necessary mitigations prior to developing within areas
susceptible to liquefaction (City of San Bernardino, 1989b, 1990).

4.4.1.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. Impacts on soils and geologic resources
under the Non-Aviation Alternative would be similar to those under the
Proposed Action, except that approximately an additional 760 acres of
ground disturbance is expected due to new construction. The approximate
acreage to be disturbed between closure and 5, 10, and 20 years of
redevelopment is presented in Table 2.3-10. New construction and existing
facility demolition or renovation will occur within the OIP, commercial, and
industrial areas, and the existing airfield will be removed and replaced with3 residential units.

Effects to sand and gravel resources would be greater than the Proposed
Action because of the large amount of new construction required. Demand
for sand and gravel resources could likely be supplied from local sources.

Demolition of the existing airfield would create short-term impacts to soils
by exposing the ground and creating shallow excavations during the
construction phase. Once construction is completed, the potential for
erosion would be minimized because the majority of the area will be covered
by facilities, roads, or landscaping.

As mentioned for the Proposed Action, the site is subject to secondary
seismic hazards, including ground shaking, liquefaction, and ground
subsidence. The integrity of the existing buildings would need to be
assessed by the new owner to determine structural upgrading required by
local ordinances prior to occupancy. New structures would be required to
meet applicable building codes.

Cumulative Impacts. As in the Proposed Action, impacts associated with
the increased project demand for aggregate resources in the area may have
a larger short-term impact when combined with the projected rapid growthi in the San Bernardino area. Long-term impacts on availability of aggregate
material should be minimal because there is an abundance of untapped
aggregate sources in the region.

Mitigation Measures. Potential mitigation measures would be similar to
those discussed for the Proposed Action. In addition the new owners could
recycle the demolished airfield, taxiway, and apron pavement to provide
aggregate for new construction (e.g., road base), thus, reducing the net
adverse effects to the aggregate resources created by the increased3demand. Site-specific geotechnical studies would be performed by the new
owners to determine necessary mitigations prior to developing within areas
susceptible to liquefaction (City of San Bernardino, 1989b, 1990).
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4.4.1.5 Other Land Use Concepts 3
U.S. Department of Interior. This conveyance would not create any impacts
to soils or geologic resources because a minimal amount of construction
would be required.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Impacts to soils and geologic resources
would likely be minimal because limited construction would be required at i
most of the potential sites. Use of the east site, however, would require
construction; therefore, potential impacts to soils due to soil erosion may
result.

U.S. Department of Education. Impacts to soils and geologic resources are
expected to be minimal because very little construction would be required.
Site-specific geotechnical reports may be required to assess the seismic
hazards to school buildings and to provide engineering mitigations to
withstand the effects of ground shaking, liquefaction, and subsidence.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. Impacts to soils and geologic
resources would be minimal because construction would likely be limited to I
minor renovation. Site-specific geotechnical reports may be required to
assess the seismic hazards to the clinic and to provide engineering
mitigations to withstand the effects of ground shaking, liquefaction, and I
subsidence.

McKinney Act Housing. This transfer would not create any impacts to soils 3
or geologic resources because renovations will be minor and limited to
existing disturbed areas. Site-specific geotechnical reports may be required
to assess the seismic hazards to the high-occupancy buildings and to I
provide engineering mitigations to withstand the effects of ground shaking,
liquefaction, and subsidence. i

U.S. Postal Service. No impacts to soils or geologic resources are expected
because little construction is anticipated.

San Bernardino County. Impacts to soils and geologic resources would be
minimal because construction would be limited to minor renovation. Site-

specific geotechnical reports may be required to assess the seismic hazards 3
with respect to the high-occupancy building and to provide engineering
mitigations to withstand the effects of ground shaking, liquefaction, and

subsidence. 3
Aggregate Mining. Impacts from aggregate mining are similar to those
discussed under the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. 3
Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts with other land use concepts
would be the same as described for each alternative. Cumulative impacts 3
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3 associated with aggregate mining are described for the Aircraft Maintenance

Center Alternative.

Mitigation Measures. No additional mitigation measures would be required
for any of the other land use concepts, except aggregate mining. Mitigation
measures for aggregate mining are described for the Aircraft Maintenance3 Center Alternative.

4.4.1.6 No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative would result in
no impacts to soils and geologic resources. Minimal ground disturbance
would be associated with the maintenance activities. No cumulative
impacts would result, and no mitigation measures would be required.

1 4.4.2 Water Resources

The following section describes the potential impacts on surface water and
groundwater supply as a result of the Proposed Action and reuse
alternatives. Impacts on water quality from hazardous waste contamination
are addressed in Section 4.3, Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste
Management. Construction activities associated with these alternatives
could alter soil profiles and natural drainages which, in turn, may alter5 overland flow patterns temporarily.

Non-project-related water demand projections were based on forecasts of
local water purveyors to the year 2015. Assumptions used to estimate

project-related water demand are discussed in Section 4.2.4, Utilities.

4.4.2.1 Proposed Action

Surface Water. Under the Proposed Action, soils will be compacted during
new construction and overlain by asphalt, asphaltic concrete, or buildings,Ucreating impervious surfaces that will cause increased storm water runoff to
local storm drains. Increased runoff could overburden existing drainage and
flood control facilities and cause damage to on-base and downstream
properties due to increased flow and erosion.

Storm water discharge (non-point source) from the airfield and airfield3support areas may contain fuels, oil, and other residual contaminants, which
could degrade surface and groundwater resources.

3 Areas under the Proposed Action within the 100-year floodplain include
warehouse space, airfield, and public/recreation (Section 4.2.2 discusses
land use compatibility and local zoning/ordinances). The warehouse space3 function might include construction of new facilities within the floodplain
that could change the floodplain or be affected by flooding.

I
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Diversion, obstruction, or changes to the existing Santa Ana River
streambed, flood control area, or embankments is not anticipated under the
Proposed Action.

Groundwater. Under the Proposed Action, there would be no major impacts
to water supply and availability. Projected water production for the years
2000, 2005, and 2015 is shown in Table 4.4-1. Project-related regional 3
water demand would remain at or below preclosure on-base water demand
(2.3 MGD) until the year 2004. By the year 2015, the project-related
regional water demand would reach 5 MGD, or 5,600 af/yr. 3

Table 4.4-1. Water Supply Effects - Proposed Action

2000 2005 2015 l

Projected demand without base reuse
(aflyr) 319,432 336,915 361,811

Groundwater availability (af/yr) 275,000 275,000 275,000 I
Projected supplemental water
requirement without base reuse 44,432 61,915 86,811
(af/yr)

Project-related demand (af/yr) 1,010 3,020 5,600

Percent increase in total demand 0.3 0.9 1.5 3

As the table shows, demand for water will exceed groundwater availability U
with or without reuse of Norton AFB. The additional demand generated by
the Proposed Action would increase the supplemental requirement provided 1
by the SBVMWD through other sources of water (e.g., State Water Project,
water reclamation programs). It is assumed that the supplemental water
would be supplied by the SBVMWD through its local purveyors. The reuse-

generated water requirement represents a 1.5 percent increase in total
water demand in the ROI by 2015.

Cumulative Impacts. The Seven Oaks Dam Project should reduce flood 1
hazards downstream in the base vicinity after 1997. Increased water
demand associated with the rapid regional growth has been taken into
account in the analysis of the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Construction designs should incorporate provisions to

reduce flood hazards and storm water runoff to on-base and downstream 1
properties. Requirements for disposal of flood zones would comply with EO
11988, Floodplain Management. Construction designs to mitigate flooding
hazards will require coordination with appropriate local, state, and federal
agencies to ensure the integrity of existing and planned flood control
facilities. 3
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IThe folowing practicesT could be implemented to reduce the impects to

surface water quality during construction:

0 Create landscaped areas which are pervious to surface water;

* Minimize areas of surface disturbance;

U Control site runoff;

* Minimize time that disturbed areas are exposed to erosion;

0 Schedule surface-disturbing activities during dry seasons;

0 Provide regular street sweeping.

The project may also be subject to NPDES permit requirements for storm
water discharges during the construction period and for the duration of

airport operations. This provision is contained in the NPDES Permit
Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges issued by the U.S. EPA
as a final rule on November 16, 1990. Oil-water separators could be
installed to improve water quality prior to discharge to storm water drainage
systems.

I The SBVMWD has been investigating ways to supplement groundwater
sources for several years to meet their current water demand projections.
These include continued purchases from the State Water Project, water

reclamation, and increased recharge spreading basins. These measures
could also be used to meet the additional project demands associated with
the Proposed Action.

4.4.2.2 Airport with Mixed Use Altemative

Surface Water. Effects on surface water from this alternative would be less

than the Proposed Action, due to a smaller amount of construction activities

in the western portion of the base. However, storm water runoff to storm
drains would be increased due to compaction of soils during construction
and the impervious surfaces created by new construction. As a result,
drainage patterns would be altered to divert water away from facilities and3 airfield pavements.

As with the Proposed Action, storm water discharge (non-point source) from3 the airfield may contain fuels, oil, and other residual contaminants, which
could degrade surface and groundwater resources.

Impacts to the 1 00-year floodplain would be the same as the Proposed
Action.

N
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GroundwaW. This alternative would generate less demand for water than 3
the Proposed Action. Projected water production demand for the years

2000, 2005, and 2015 is shown in Table 4.4-2. Project-related regional
water demand will remain at or below preclosure on-base water demand
until the year 2004. By the year 2015, the project-related regional water
demand would reach 3.8 MGD or 4,260 af/yr.

Table 4.4-2. Water Supply Effects - Airport with Mixed Use Alternative

2000 2005 2015

Projected demand without base reuse
(af/yr) 319,432 336,915 361,811

Groundwater availability (af/yr) 275,000 275,000 275,000 I
Projected supplemental requirement
without base reuse (af/yr) 44,432 61,915 86,811

Project-related demand (af/yr) 1,340 2,910 4,260 U
Percent increase in total demand 0.4 0.9 1.2 I

It is assumed that the supplemental water would be supplied by the
SBVMWD through its local purveyors. The project-generated water I
requirement represents a 1.2 percent increase in total water demand in the
SBVMWD by 2015.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are expected from this
alternative in combination with other projects in the area.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures would be the same as those
identified under the Proposed Action. New sources of water would not be
required as soon as under the Proposed Action.

4.4.2.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative

Surface Water. Increased storm water runoff to storm drains would be
generated by this alternative due to compaction of soils during construction,
increased impervious surfaces created by new development, and exposure
of soils within the aggregate processing area.

As with the Proposed Action, storm water discharge (non-point source) fr-.-n
the airfield and aggregate mining processing area may contain fuels, oil, and I
other residual contaminants, which could degrade surface and groundwater
resources. Drainage patterns would be altered to divert water away from
facilities and airfield pavements. It is assumed that adequate surface
drainage systems would be installed in the aggregate processing area to
collect processed wastewater into settlement basins. 3
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3 The mining site plan would require review and approval from appropriate
state and local agencies to ensure that the operations would not degrade
the water quality. The operations may be subject to NPDES and state
Water Resources Control Board permit requirements for storm water
discharge.

3 Mining operations in the Santa Ana Wash would likely require diversion and
control of the stream channel which runs south of the flood control levee on
base. In addition, the mining operations would after the topography of the
100-year floodplain by creating an open pit, berms, and haul access roads.
The integrity of the flood control levee would be ensured through
engineering design of haul roads over the existing levee.

Mining operations within the floodplain would also require coordination with
the Federal Emergency Management Agency and San Bernardino County
FRood Control District (SBCFCD) to ensure the integrity and accessibility of
the flood control levee along the southern portion of the base and to avoid
obstructions to the primary flood control channel.

I Permits would be required from the California Water Quality Control Board,
Santa Ana Region, to excavate within the Santa Ana Wash. The mining
operator would also require permission from SBCFCD and California Water
Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, to divert the stream channel in the
Santa Ana Wash to support mining operations, and would need to notify3I CDFG.

Diversion of the stream channel within the wash could affect sedimentation
downstream. Sedimentation rates would increase in the short term during
construction of the stream diversion. Increased erosion along the bank of
the diverted stream could affect surface water quality.

3 Groundwater. This alternative would generate less demand for water supply
than the Proposed Action. Projected water production demand for the years
2000, 2005, and 2015 is shown in Table 4.4-3. Project-related regional

water demand would remain at or below preclosure on-base water demand
until the year 2005. By the year 2015, the project-related regional water
demand will reach 3.0 MGD, or 3,360 af/yr. Aggregate mining operations
would require 0.7 MGD (784 af/yr) of this total, at a pumping rate of about
1,400 gpm.

3 It is assumed that the domestic water will be supplied by the SBVMWD

through its local purveyors. The water required for aggregate mining
operations would be supplied from the existing on-base well in the northeast
portion of the base. The project-related water requirement (including
aggregate operations demand) represents a 0.9 percent increase in total
water demand in the SBVMWD by 2015.
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Table 4.4-3. Water Supply Effects - Aircraft MabIternno Canter Alternative

2000 2005 2015

Projected demand without base reuse
(af/yr) 319,432 336,915 361,811

Groundwater availability (af/yr) 275,000 275,000 275,000
Projected supplemental requirements
without base reuse (af/yr) 44,432 61,915 86,811
Project-related demand (af/yr) 1,340 2,580 3,360

Percent increase W total demand 0.4 0.8 0.9

I
Groundwater quality should not be impacted by the proposed aggregate
mining operations. The actual excavation of the aggregate would be
confined to 10 feet above the groundwater levels and should not contact U
the groundwater itself. Fuels and other hazardous materials would be stored
in protective areas and provisions would be in place to prevent contaminants
from accessing local groundwater. The rinse water generated by the
washing of gravels and sands would be partially recycled, and the remainder
would be pumped into percolation ponds to provide local recharge of the
groundwater. This process would also include provisions to preclude I
degradation of the groundwater quality. Periodic dredging of these pondswould increase the rate of percolation.

Cumulative Impacts. Procedures are assumed to be imposed to preclude
discharges from aggregate mining at the Pharris property, as well as base
reuse activities, from degrading surface water quality. 3
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures would be the same as those
identified under the Proposed Action. New water sources would not be
required as soon as under the Proposed Action.

Bulk stc-, and maintenance facilities associated with aggregate mining
operatic••r -ould be located in a bermed area with an impervious surface to
prevent degradation of both surface and groundwater quality.

Engineering design of the stream channel diversion required for aggregate I
mining in the Santa Ana Wash should incorporate provisions such as riprap
or surface stabilization to minimize erosion along the banks of the diverted
channel and to maintain the stream profile. Hydraulic studies may be
performed to ensure the integrity of the existing flood control embankment.

I
I
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4.4.2.4 Non-Aviation Altemative

Surface Water. New residential, commercial, and industrial development
would require installation of storm water drainage systems, which should be
incorporated into the construction design, reducing non-point source runoff.
Effects on surface and groundwater quality are expected to be less than the3 Proposed Action due to less use of hazardous materials associated with
aviation operations.

Areas under the Non-Aviation Alternative within the 1 00-year floodplain
include residential land, warehouse space, and public/recreation (Section
4.2.2 discusses land use compatibility and local zoning/ordinances). The
residential and warehouse space function might include construction of new
facilities within the floodplain that could change the floodplain or be
affected by flooding.

I This alternative would not result in any diversion, obstruction, or changes to
the existing Santa Ana River streambed, flood control area, or5 embankments.

Groundwater. This alternative would generate less demand for water supply
than the Proposed Action. Projected water production demand for the years
2000, 2005, and 2015, is shown in Table 4.4-4. Project-related regional
water demand would remain at or below preclosure on-base water demand
until after the year 2006. By the year 2015, the project-related regional
water demand would reach 4.2 MGD, or 4,700 af/yr.

3 Table 4.4-4. Water Supply Effects - Non-Aviation Alternative

2000 2005 2015
Projected demand without base reuse
(af/yr) 319,432 336,915 361,811
Groundwater availability (af/yr) 275,000 275,000 275,000
Projected supplemental requirements
without base reuse (aflyr) 44,432 61,915 86,811
Project-related demand (af/yr) 1,120 2,350 4,700
Percent increase in total demand 0.4 0.7 1.3

It is assumed that the water would be supplied by the SBVMWD through its
local purveyors. The project-generated water requirement represents a
1.3 percent increase in total water demand in the SBVMWD by 2015.

I Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are expected from this
alternative in combination with other projects in the area.

I
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Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures would be the same as those
identified under the Proposed Action. New sources of water would not be
required as soon as under the Proposed Action.

I-4.4.2.5 Odm Lo Use Cocet. The cosruto prpoe by th USs

construction associated with this transfer would also disturb surface ar
and potentially degrade surface waes. AN other government proposals
primarily involve reuse of existing facilities and would not impact existing
surface or groundwater quality. Aggregate ming impacts are described
under the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative.

Water demand would generally be comensrat with population changesI
resulting from the land use concepts. These are described in
Section 4.2.4.5. There are no substantial increases in population/
employment that would result in water supply impacts. Water requitreents
for aggregate mining are indicated in Section 4.4.2.3.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are expected from the federal I
transfers and other uses in combination with other projects in the area.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigations to reduce potential impacts from I
aggregate mining and the USFS land uses would be the same as described
for the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. No other measures would
be required.

4.4.2.6 No-Action Altemnative. The No-Action Alternative would have
positive effects on surface and groundwater quality. With very limited n
operation and no increase in population, water demands from the DMT
personnel would be minimal and could be accommodated from the on-base
well system. I
Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are expected under the
No-Action Alternative. I
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation would be required.

4.4.3 Air Ouality

Air quality impacts would occur during construction and operations
associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives for the rouse of Norton
AFB. Intermittent construction-related impacts would result from fugitive
dust (particulate matter) and construction equipment emissions. Operational
impacts would occur from: (1) mobile sources such as aircraft, aircraft
operation support equipment, commercial transport vehicles, mining haul
trucks, and personal vehicles; (2) point sources such as heating/power 3
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plants, generators. incinerators, satorge tanks, and mining equipment and
13) secondary emission sources associated with a general population
increase, such as residential heating.

The methods selected to analyze impacts depend upon the types of air
emission sources being examined. Air quality analytical methods are
summarized here and presented in detail in Appendix I. Analysis during the
construction phase consists of estimating the amount of uncontrolled
fugitive dust emitted from disturbed areas and the combustive emissions
"associated with construction equipment. Analysis for point source and
secondary source emissions during the operations phase consists of
quantifying the emissions associated with the airport, and reuse-related
employment and population. These emissions are then evaluated to
determine how they would affect progress toward attainment or
maintenance of the NAAQS and CAAQS.

I Ambient effects to local air quality are analyzed by modeling pollutant
concentrations at receptor locations likely to receive maximum air quality
impacts. For aviation-related alternatives, a number of receptors are
typically selected at the downwind end of the runway to analyze the
impacts from airport operations. Other receptors are located at key
locations and in sensitive receptor areas around the base in order to assess
the air quality impact from non-aviational activities on base (vehicle traffic
on major roadways).

I The ambient effects of aircraft and related vehicular emissions are analyzed
by modeling with the EDMS (Segal, 1991). EDMS was developed jointly by
the FAA and the U.S. Air Force specifically for the purpose of generating
airport and airbase emission inventories, and for calculating the ambient
concentrations caused by these emissions as they disperse downwind. The
model uses U.S. EPA and U.S. military emission factors for motor vehicles
and aircraft and information on daily traffic and annual landing and takeoff
cycles to produce an inventory of vehicle and aircraft operation emissions.
Typical aircraft operations include takeoff, runway climb and approach,
runway queuing, taxi-in and taxi-out, and idling at the gates.

The EDMS model is typically run in a screening mode that utilizes worst-
case meteorological conditions to produce conservative 1-hour average
impact concentrations. If the results of screening modeling indicate no

interference with the air quality standards, further refined modeling is not
necessary. However, for an area such as the SCAB in which background
concentrations alone often exceed the standards, it was deemed necessary
to utilize the EDMS model in the refined mode using 1 year of actual
meteorological data (8,760 hours) in order to more accurately predict
potential reuse-related impacts for various averaging periods. Hourly
meteorological data for 1 year are therefore used in EDMS to determine

*downwind concentrations resulting from the vehicle and aircraft emissions.
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Meteorological data from the Riverside monitoring station were obtained I
from the SCAQMD. The Riverside station is the nearest SCAQMD
monitoring location with data representative of conditions at Norton AFB.

Air quality modeling is presented for the Proposed Action and alternatives I
through the year 2010 (16 yvws of analysis after closure). The effects of
the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments ICAAA), such as electric and other
low emission vehicle ownership percentages, cannot be accurately predicted
very far into the 21 st century. The uncertainties of long-range population
and traffic projections, future CAA changes, and the complex interaction of
meteorology with emission inventories make 20-year emission and pollution
concentration projections too speculative. Analysis was therefore limited to
the furthest projected NAAQS attainment date for SCAB, i.e., the year 2010

(for 03) (SCAOMD, 1991).

The following assumptions were made in estimating the emissions and

effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives:

* For construction, fugitive dust emissions were based on the
acreage graded each year. Combustion emissions were based
on the per-capita emission factors described below.

"* EDMS was used to calculate annual aircraft emissions for the 3
airport operations associated with the reuse alternatives.

" Future reuse-related long-term emissions from sources other
than aircraft and grading activities were derived using per-capita
emission factors. Future reuse-related emission increases
(including increases from construction equipment) were
estimated by multiplying per-capita emission factors by the I
increases in direct and secondary population (in-migrants) related
to reuse.

Because the SCAB is designated as an extreme ozone nonattainment area
by the U.S. EPA, measures must be developed to show that the region will
attain the ozone standard by November 15, 2010. The SCAQMD has
developed the 1991 AQMP to attain the state ambient ozone standard as
expeditiously as possible by implementing all feasible stationary source and
mobile source emission control measures (SCAQMD, 1991). Since the

CAAOS for ozone is more stringent than the NAAQS for ozone, attainment
of the state standard will also result in attainment of the federal standard.
In order to attain the CAAQS for ozone, stationary sources will be limited to

no net increase in emissions from new or modified permit units, and BARCT
will be required for existing stationary sources. The CCAA also requires

consideration in the AQMP of extensive transportation control measures,
namely, reducing projected increases in vehicle miles traveled, achieving a
minimum of 1.5 persons per vehicle (peak commute hours), achieving no net
increase in vehicle emissions, and use of alternate fuels. 3
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In addition, under the New Source Review provisions of the federal CAAA,
any new or modified major source emitting more than 10 tons per year of
VOC IROG) or NO, in an extreme ozone nonattainment area must satisfy
technology standards reflecting the lowest achievable emission rate and
must provide offsets representing emission reductions from other sources at
a ratio of at least 1.5 to 1.0. Another major effect of the CAAA is the
establishment of new permitting requirements for new source construction.
The new requirements will necessitate permit approval from the SCAQMD
not only for projects that historically would have required a New Source
Review permit, but also for other smaller sources that in the past would not

have required a permit.

Reuse activities that require a new or modified permit to construct or permit

to operate from the SCAQMD will be subject to Regulation XIV (Toxics and
Other Non-Criteria Pollutants), which specifies the limits for maximum
individual cancer risk and estimated excess cancer cases, and the
requirements for the use of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics
(T-BACT). The permit shall be denied unless the applicant can quantify the
amount of potential toxic emissions and demonstrate that their release
would not result in: (1) a maximum individual cancer risk greater than one
in one million (1 x 10-) at any receptor location, if the permit unit is

constructed without T-BACT; (2) a maximum individual cancer risk greater
than ten in one million (1 x 10') at any receptor location, if the permit unit
is constructed with T-BACT; or (3) greater than 0.5 excess cancer cases in

the population subject to a risk of greater than one in one million (1 x 10-).
At this time, none of the reuse plans have identified any potential toxic
emission sources.

3 Section 176(c) of the CAA provides that a federal agency cannot support an

activity in any way unless the federal agency determines that the activity
will conform to the SIP's purpose of attaining and maintaining the NAAQS.

The Air Force will make the necessary conformity determination prior to
disposition of the base property.

3 As stated in Section 3.1, the baseline conditions assumed for all
environmental analyses are the conditions at base closure, since that is
when reuse activities would begin to be executed. However, in assessing

the level of significance of air quality impacts, it is also useful to discuss the
intensity of air emissions in the context of preclosure conditions. Therefore,

the following air quality analysis presents reuse emissions impacts in the
context of both closure and preclosure baselines. With regard to the
preclosure baseline, a comparison of existing preclosure SCAB emissions to

the changes induced in overall SCAB emissions due to the reuse alternatives3 is discussed. The comparison is made in order to estimate the potential for
reuse activities to: (1) cause or contribute to any new violation of a
NAAQS, (2) increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation of a
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standard, or (3) delay timely attainment of any standard or required interim
milestones.

4.4.3.1 Proposed Action

Emissions. A summary of the construction and operation emissions that
would occur in the SCAB as a result of the Proposed Action is presented in
Table 4.4-5 for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. Construction emissions

were calculated as described in Appendix I. Aircraft operation emissions
were calculated using the EDMS model. Estimates for all other categories of

emissions were calculated using the per-capita forecasting methodology as
described in Appendix I. The reuse-rlated emission increases listed in Table
4.4-5 in the preclosure columns are emission increases (or decreases, as
indicated by negative numbers) that would be expected within the SCAB as
a result of the Proposed Action compared to emissions that would have

occurred under a scenario of continued base operations at current levels of

activity, employment, and direct and indirect population. For example, in
the year 2000, NO. emissions from the reuse-related aircraft would be

0.073 ton/day less than currant preclosure activity aircraft emission levels;
and because a net 10,991 people would have migrated out of the SCAB,
reuse-related population emissions of NO, would be 0.474 ton/day less than
the direct and indirect population emissions that would occur if the base
remained open (see Appendix I for details of these calculations). The total I
net emission effect within the SCAB in the yew 2000 would be a reduction
of 0.55 ton/day of NO. if the Proposed Action is implemented.

Ukewise reuse-related emission increases within the SCAB are calculated
compared to a closure baseline, which assumes no aircraft activity and a
near-zero direct and indirect population associated with the closed base. In I
comparison to the closure level of emissions, which would have occurred in
the year 2000, the Proposed Action would result in aircraft-related emission
increases of 0.176 ton/day of NO. and a population-related emission
increase of 0.311 ton/day (7,220 people would migrate into the SCAB
compared to the near-zero population base associated with the base under
closure conditions). Therefore, as shown in Table 4.4-5, the Proposed I
Action would add an additional 0.49 ton/day of NOx to the SCAB compared
to emission levels that would have occurred under a closed base scenario.
(See Appendix I for details of these and all other pollutant calculations.)

Potential impacts to air quality as a result operational emissions from the
Proposed Action were evaluated in terms of two spatial scales: regional and
local. The regional-scale analysis considered the potential for reuse-related
emission increases to affect the schedule for attainment of the federal
standards or cause large increases in the regional pollutant inventories (NO2,
PMo, CO, and SO2 emissions). The local-scale analysis evaluated the
potential for aircraft and traffic emissions to exceed the NAAQS or CAAOS

I
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Table 4.4-5. -Emissions Associated with the Proosed Action (tonsiday)

Reue-Rleated Erissions Increase in the SCAWI
Estinated SCAB rieo

Attalinnventory Amount" Irecosure
Pollutant Level" 1997 2000 2006 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010

No. 290"A 1,206 616 496 374 -0.55 0.13 0.37 0.40 0.98 1.05
ROG 134w 1.375 454 316 179 -0.72 -0.34 -0.24 0.29 0.48 0.40

PM10 342w 1.075 951 904 856 -0.71 0.11 0.49 0.53 1.23 1.51
CO 1.318w 4.987 2,244 1.781 1.318 -1.49 0.51 1.26 2.01 3.31 3.43

SO, 2910 134 87 6a 51 -0.08 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.12 0.12

Notes: (a) Attainment levels for the SCAB were estimated from infommation contained in the 1991 AQMP
(SCAOIO, 1991).

(b) Refer to Table 1-7 in Appendix I..
(a) Ernisaion increaee. wre presented in relation to both preclosure and closure population baselines. See

Appendix I for emission information by emurce oategory.
(d) Attainment level shown here is the estimated NO. eniussone amount required to attain the state ozone

standard. Attainment level of NO emeisone required to attain the NO stendards is 616 tone per day.
(e) Arem currently in nonattainmnent of 03, NO PM a, end CO standards. Attainment projected to occur in:

the yew 2010 for the 03 standard (federai, the year 2000 for the NO, standards (state end federal).
the year 2006 for the PM1o standards (federd), the year 2000 for the CO standards (federa), and the
year 2010 for the CO standards (state). Attainment for the state standards for 0t and PMbo is
projected to occur sometime after the year 2010; no definite date has been octashed (S&AOM,
1991).

(f) Area currently attaining standards for this pollutant.

in the immediate vicinity of the base. If one of these conditions were to
occur, the Proposed Action would have an adverse impact on air quality.

3 Regional Scale. The CCAA (Chapter 1568 of the California Health and
Safety Code) and the CAAA establish a variety of air emission management
and control requirements that will affect both existing and future sources of
air pollution in the state of California. The CCAA in some respects is more
restrictive than the CAAA in that the CCAA requires all air districts in
California to achieve and maintain the CAAQS, which are set at lower levels3 than the corresponding NAAQS. The CCAA further requires each air district
to achieve annual emission reductions of nonattainment pollutants of 5
percent or more until attainment is reached, compared to about 3 percent
annual reductions under the CAAA. The CCAA also empowers the
California air districts with the authority to impose a variety of
transportation control measures and controls on indirect and area emission
sources as required to reach and maintain attainment. As a result, the
evaluation of regional-scale impacts from the Proposed Action has
considered the effect any new air emissions would have on the air quality
attainment status of the SCAB. The following paragraphs summarize the
results of the regional-scale impact analysis by pollutant.

Ozone Precursors. The SCAB currently does not meet the CAAQS for 03,
and portions of the basin do not meet the NAAQS for 03. However, since
0• is not a directly emitted pollutant, emissions of its precursor pollutants,
NO, and ROG, are regulated instead. The SCAQMD recently released a
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1991 AQMP that describes the methods by which the SCAQMD plans to
reduce the emissions of NO, and ROG in the SCAB to meet the requirements
of the CCAA and achieve attainment of the ozone standard (SCAQMD,
1991). Based upon the analyses provided in the AQMP, the SCAQMD has
identified the NO. and ROG control measures that would need to be
implementea to result in attainment of the ozone standard. Accounting for
growth projections in the region, and factoring the effect of emission

reduction measures (both existing and proposed), the SCAQMD has
projected attainment of the NAAQS for ozone by the year 2010 and the

CAAQS sometime after 2010. The potential NO. and ROG emissions from
the Proposed Action were evaluated in terms of how those emissions would
affect the SCAQMD's progress toward attainment of the NAAQS for ozone.
Emission increases of NO, and ROG within the SCAB were calculated for the
direct sources that would be directly associated with the Proposed Action,
as well as for the mobile sources and other indirect sources linked to
population growth, accounting for source-specific reductions associated
with the SCAQMD-planned control measures.

Table 4.4-5 summarizes the results of the emission calculations for the

Proposed Action for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. This table also I
provides a comparison of the magnitude of the reuse-related emission
increases in relation to an estimate of the attainment level (the level of

emissions above which the area would be in nonattainment), the 1987 I
emission inventory amount for the SCAB, and the year 2000, 2005, and
2010 emission inventory projections for the SCAB. Figures 4.4-1 and 4.4-2

illustrate the relative NO. and ROG emission increases (increases over I
closure baseline) for the Proposed Action and each alternative.

Since the AQMP is designed to attain the more stringent state standards,
milestone emission reductions required by the federal CAAA will be bettered
(see Appendix I) and the reuse alternatives will not delay attainment of

NAAQS or interim milestones. However, the reuse-related emission I
increases may cause some delay in attainment of the state ozone standard.
Therefore, NO. and ROG emissions associated with the Proposed Action

should be mitigated to the fullest extent possible by future reuse activity I
proponents, and, where required, the portions remaining after mitigation

should be fully offset by the reduction of emissions from other sources in
the area. Potential mitigation measures and the offset process are
discussed below in t& mitigation section of this text.

f2. The SCAB currently does not meet the NAAQS or CAAQS for NOV.
The 1991 AQMP describes the methods by which the SCAQMD plans to
reduce the emissions of NO. in the SCAB to meet the requirements of the

CCAA and achieve attainment of the NO2 standard (SCAQMD, 1991).
Based on the analyses provided in the AQMP, the SCAQMD has identified
sufficient NO. control measures that would be implemented to result in
attainment of the NO 2 standard. 3
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Accounting for growth projections in the region and factoring the effect of
emission reduction measures (both existing and proposed), the SCAQMD
has projected attainment of the NAAOS and CAAQS for NO 2 by the year
2000. The estimated attainment level shown in Table 4.4-5 is the amount
of NO, emissions required to attain the 03 standards. The amount of NO,
emission reductions needed to attain the NO 2 standards is less than the
amount required to attain the ozone standards. It is estimated that the NO2
standards would be attained at an NO, emission level of 616 tons per day (a
reduction of 592 tons per day from 1987 emission levels). This is
considerably less than the 928 tons per day reduction that would be
required to attain the ozone standards. Since the SCAQMD has projected
that NO, emissions in the basin will drop to about 374 tons per day by the
year 2010 (SCAQMD, 1991), the relatively minor amounts of NO, emissions
generated by the Proposed Action will not interfere with attainment of the
NO 2 standards.

Figure 4.4-1 illustrates the relative NO, emission increases (compared to
closure baseline) associated with the Proposed Action and each alternative.
Also shown in the figure are the 1987 basin emission total, the estimated
NO. emissions level required to reach NO2 attainment, and the projected
basin emission levels for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010.

I PMo. The San Bernardino County portion of the SCAB does not currently
meet the CAAQS or NAAQS for PMo. The SCAQMD has prepared the
1991 AQMP, which evaluates the emission control measures necessary to
achieve attainment of PM,0 standards. Attainment of federal PM,0
standards is predicted by the year 2006. However, attainment of the state
PM, 0 standards does not appear to be feasible until sometime after the year
2010 (SCAQMD, 1991). As shown in Table 4.4-5, the estimated level of
PM, 0 emissions required to reach attainment is 342 tons per day, compared
to the 1987 baseline PM10 emission level of 1,075 tons per day.
Approximately 80 percent of the PM,0 emissions in the SCAB are
attributable to area sources that are difficult to control, such as farming,
construction, demolition, road and windblown dust, fires, and natural
sources. Attainment of PM,0 standards will be difficult to achieve by
controlling the 20 percent contributed by other sources.

Figure 4.4-3 illustrates the relative level of PM,0 emission increases over the
closure baseline for the Proposed Action and each alternative. Emission
increases from the Proposed Action are small in comparison to the existing
levels of PM,0 in the SCAB. The Proposed Action PM, 0 emissions would
constitute 0.056 percent of the SCAB's projected emissions in the year
2000, 0.136 percent of the SCAB's projected emissions in the year 2005,
and 0.176 percent of the SCAB's projected emissions in the year 2010.
However, the Proposed Action emissions would, if not mitigated by the
property recipient, delay attainment of the PM,0 standards by some
additional period of time. The PM,0 emission increases associated with the
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5 Proposed Action should be mitigated to the fullest extent possible, and the
remainder offset by the reduction of PM1 o emissions from other sources in

the area.

Q. The SCAB does not currently meet the NAAQS or CAAQS for CO.
Emission increases of CO were calculated for the direct, mobile, and other
indirect sources and compared to the basin levels. The results are provided
in Table 4.4-5. Figure 4.4-4 illustrates the relative level of CO emission
increases over the closure baseline for the Proposed Action and each

alternative in comparison to the 1987 and future year basin emissions totals
and the estimated nonattainment level. These results show that emissions
from the Proposed Action are small in comparison to either the existing level
of CO emissions or the attainment level. The Proposed Action emissions

would not delay attainment of the federal CO emission reduction milestones
and standards. Attainment of the CO federal and state standards is
presently projected to occur in the years 2000 and 2010, respectively

(SCAQMD, 1991). Since the AQMP is designed to attain the more stringent
state standards, milestone emission reductions required by the federal
CAAA will be exceeded (see Appendix I). The Proposed Action emissions
would not affect the overall attainment schedule for the federal standards
but may cause some delay in attainment of the state standards. CO
emission increases associated with the Proposed Action should be mitigated
to the fullest extent possible, and the remainder offset by the reduction of
CO emissions from other sources in the area.

U •.2. The SCAB currently meets the NAAQS and CAAQS for SO2 . Because

the area is in attainment for SO2 , the SCAQMD has not been required to
establish specific emission reduction measures. The primary process by
which emissions of S0 2 are prevented from creating a nonattainment
condition is called PSD. PSD is a part of the CAA, which provides for the
regulation of new or modified major stationary sources of air pollution so

that these sources are constructed without significant adverse deterioration
of clean air areas. A major source is one that emits any attainment pollutant
in excess of 100 tons per year for 28 identified source types or 250 tons

per year for any other source type. PSD review is also required of any new
or modified major source for attainment pollutants that exceed the emission

significance levels. (Only new or modified major sources of SO2 would be
subject to PSD review in the SCAB since this is the only PSD pollutant
currently in attainment of the NAAQS.)

3 The following requirements may apply to sources subject to PS0 review on
a pollutant-by-pollutant basis:

3 * Emissions from any new or modified source must be controlled
using BACT.

5 Norton AFS Disposal and Rouse FEIS 4-123

I



4-U

I
I

5 I

3-

II I

-2

I

1994 2000 2005 2010
Year

1967 Bame Entaions in Mw SCAB , 4,967 Won/day

Projetd Enions hi #w SCAB (Yew 2000) - 2.24 bdftn

Pro.etd Emimins hin Ow SCAB (Year 2005)- 1,7S61 wayIy

Projected EmelMons in So SCAB (Yew 2010) - 1,318 Wofday

CCAA Attainmlnt Enu Level (SCAB) - 1,318 ainday 3
EXPLANATKON Reuse-Related CO

-rn Pr.dan Emission Increases* U
-..- ,IhM,.adU- In the SCAB
- - Mrmft Mehiwm Cohr

Nan-Av~w~a

I
Coiaarad to d. I I Figure 4.4-4

4-124 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS I

I



I

3 *The air quality impacts in combination with other PSD sources
must not exceed the maximum allowable incremental increases.
National parks and wilderness areas are designated as Clas I
areas, where any appreciable deterioration in air quality is
considered significant. Clas II areas are those where moderate,
well-controlled industrial growth could be permitted. Clas III
areas allow for greater industrial development. The nearest
Class I areas to the Norton AFB area are the Cucamonga
Wilderness Area, approximately 20 miles to the northwest, and
the San Gorgonio Wilderness Area, approximately 20 miles to
the east. The Norton AFB area is designated by the U.S. EPA as
a Class II area.

A large fraction of the SO2 emissions associated with the Proposed Action

and alternatives would arise from nonstationary sources such as motor
vehicles and aircraft. Because these mobile sources do not trigger PSD
analysis, the analysis in this EIS examines the potential for these emissions
to cause a nonattainment situation at some future time. To do this, it would
be necessary to estimate the emission level for SOV, which would result in a
nonattainment condition for the county. This was accomplished by

assuming that there was a relationship between monitored ambient
concentrations and emissions. To provide a surrogate value for SO,
attainment level, the ratio of measured SO2 concentration in 1987 to the

SO2 standard concentration was assumed to be the same as the ratio of
actual 1987 SO2 emissions to tho SO2 attainment level emissions. For
measured SO2 concentrations, the monitoring station with the highest
second-high measurement was used. The highest measurements of all
monitoring stations are typically dismissed as potential anomalies.

3 Table 4.4-5 summarizes the calculated emission increases over closure

baseline for SO2 and also provides a comparison of the increases to the
estimated attainment level. Figure 4.4-5 illustrates the relative level of S02

emission increases for the Proposed Action and each alternative in
comparison to the 1987 basin emissions total, the projected basin
emissions, and the estimated nonattainment level. These results show that

the Proposed Action emissions of SO2 would not be sufficient to jeopardize
the attainment status for this pollutant. Current baseline emissions in the
county are well below the levels that would cause nonattainment, and the
Proposed Action emission increases would be only a small fraction of the
baseline. In addition, SO2 emissions are projected to decline even further in

future years as the result of planned control measures that affect emissions3of SO 2 . The SCAQMD projects SO 2 emissions of only 51 tons per day by

the year 2010 (SCAQMD, 1991).

3 Local Scale. The impacts of Proposed Action airport operations emissions
were assessed by using the EDMS. Scenarios for emissions from both

aircraft operations and vehicle traffic serving the airport were modeled. A
summary of the EDMS analysis is presented in Table 4.4-6. The results
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5 TablT" 4.4-4. Air (Gjality Modeling Results for Airport Operations and Vehicle Traffic Associate
with the Proposed Action. ppm (pg/rn)

Avergin ProectI~pat~dPreclosure
Avergin Prjectlmpct~BackgrolWW Umniting

Pollutant Time 2000 2005 2010 Concentration' Standardwd
CO 8-hour 0.009 0.010 0.011 6.9 9

1 10.0) (111.9) (12.7) (8,014) (10,000)
1 -hour 0.049 0.067 0.080 10.0 20

(57.01 (77.3) (93.11 (11,600) 123,000)
SO 2  Annual <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0O.001 0.03

(0.004) (0.008) 40.010) (1.0) (80)
24-hour 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.007 0.04

(0.29) (0.55) (0.63) (19) (105)
3-hour 0.0006 0.0011 0.0013 0.025 0.530(.54) 12.95) (3.49) (66) (1,300)
1 -hour 0.0014 0.0031 0.0040 0.025 0.25

(3.69) (8.09) (10.50) (66) (655)IPM 10  Annual NA NA NA NA NA
(geometric) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (64) (30)

Annual NA NA NA NA NA5(arithmetic) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (75) (50)
24-hour NA NA NA NA NA

(0.07) (0.12) (0.14) (237) (50)U Notes: (a) maximum impact in all cases occurred at receptors located near the property fine downwind from the end 5
of the northeast-southwest runway. The maxrmum impact concentrations ore assumed to be accurate
within a factor of 2 (-S0% to +100o%). Sources of error such an accurately defining the mean wind
direction and the correct atmospheric stabiity (turbulence) indicator account for much of the potential

variations in calculating the maximumn concentration. However, despite the potential variation from actual

modls uchasEDP. Te US.EPAhasstaedthat gie h iiain fcurrent modeling techniques,
.us ofthe'bet etimte'isacceptable and consistent with CAA requirements' (U.S. EnviroinmentalI Protection Agency. 1990).

Wb Background concentrations are assumed to equal the mean of first-high values monitored at the San
Bernardino, Riverside, Redlands, and Fontana monitoring stations from 1989 to 1991. According to
attainment projections in the 1991 AOLMP. background concentrations of PM10 will fell below the federal

standards by the Vow 2006, and below the state standards sometime after the year 2010 (SCAOMO.
(c) The limiting standard is equal to the more stringent value of the NAAQS or CAAOS.

3NA = Not applicable.
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U
show that the maximum pollutant impact concentrations would occur 5
downwind from the ends of the runway. The primary contributing factor
would be aircraft exhaust emitted during takeoffs. The modeling results
indicate that PM,, concentrations would exceed standards when added to I
the background concentration. However, the standards are exceeded by the
background concentrations alone. The Proposed Action maximum impacts
in each case are only a fraction (0.01 to 0.3 percent) of the PM1 0 standards. 5
The actual PM10 background concentrations that would occur in future years
are uncertain given the large amount of difficult-to-control sources of PM,,
(i.e., construction, demolition, and road dust) within the SCAB. However,
according to the SCAQMD projections contained in the AOMP, PM10

background concentrations should fall below the federal standards by the
year 2006, and below the state standards sometime after the year 2010. 5
Cumulative Impacts. Reuse proponents will have to comply with New
Source Review (NSR) regulations and implement control measures contained
in the AQMP. Other developments in the area would be subject to the same I
requirements. Successful mitigation and offsets combined with
implementation of new control measures would result in no net increase in
air pollution in the SCAB, and, therefore, there would be no cumulative
impact in the region. Locally, emissions may increase somewhat,

particularly in the vicinity of the airport, due to the cumulative impact of
increased vehicle traffic associated with other projects in the area.

Despite the fact that emissions of ozone precursors within the SCAB are

expected to decrease in the future, emissions from the SCAB (including
emissions from the proposed reuse activities) may at times adversely impact
air quality in other air basins due to downwind pollutant transport. The
CARB has determined that ozone transport does take place between the I
SCAB and the San Diego, Southeast Desert, and South Central Coast air
basins (CARB, 1989). The transport of pollutants from one basin to another
occurs when there are winds of sufficient speed, duration, and direction. U
Transport may occur either in the surface layer or aloft. Both ozone and
ozone precursors may be transported. Occurrences of transport impact

should become less frequent as emissions within the SCAB are decreased in I
future years due to planned control measure implementation.

Mitigatiomn Measures. The future reuse developers (e.g., redevelopment 3
authority or airport authority) would have the responsibility of mitigating
impacts from the Proposed Action. Vigorous water application during

ground-disturbing activities could mitigate fugitive dust emissions by at least I
50 percent (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1985).

In addition, the following mitigation measures could be implemented to I
further reduce particulate emissions during construction by various factors
directly related to the size of the disturbed surface area, the reduction in
exposure time, and the particular measures selected. Emission reduction 3
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I efficiencies of the various measures are as provided by the SCAQMD in the

Draft CEOA Air Quality Handbook (SCAOMD, 1992).

5 * Spread soil binders on disturbed site areas, unpaved roads, and
parking areas (45 to 85 percent emission reduction efficiency).

"" Apply chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturer's
specifications, to all inactive construction areas (previously
graded areas which remain inactive for 96 hours) (40 to
85 percent emission reduction efficiency).

"* Reestablish ground cover on the construction site through
programs of seeding and watering (20 to 65 percent emission
reduction efficiency).

" Pave construction roads (90 to 99 percent emission reduction
efficiency), and sweep streets if silt is carried over to adjacent
public thoroughfares (25 to 60 percent emission reduction
efficiency).

I * Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved road surfaces to 15 miles
per hour or less (40 to 70 percent emission reduction3 efficiency).

"* Suspend all grading operations when wind speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour (100 percent
emission reduction efficiency).

"* Wash off trucks leaving the site (60 to 80 percent emission3 reduction efficiency).

Combustion emission impacts during construction could be mitigated by3 implementing control measures such as the following:

"* Use low emission mobile and on-site stationary construction3 equipment (60 percent emission reduction efficiency).

" Employ construction activity management techniques, such as:
efficient scheduling of equipment use; extending or phasing the
construction schedule; increasing the distance between the
emission sources; and scheduling activity during off-peak hours
(emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

I * Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel
generators rather than temporary power generators (50 to1 98 percent emission reduction efficiency).

All aviation development during the construction phase would comply with
measures contained in the FAA Standards for Specifying Construction of
Airports (Federal Aviation Administration, 1990). The amount of emission
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reduction provided by these measures is not known with certainty because
of the variables in scheduling. However, it is estimated that implementation
of these measures could reduce combustive emissions and air quality effects
from construction activities associated with the Proposed Action by as much I
as 10 to 25 percent.

Future reuse proponents will be responsible for complying with all applicable
permitting requirements for new emission sources subject to SCAQMD Rules
and Regulations. Included in these requirements may be provisions to
mitigate and offset emissions and/or impacts associated with the new
source. In addition, air quality mitigation measures and offset purchases
would be necessary to eliminate any interference with attainment and
maintenance of the CAAQS and NAAQS due to increased emissions

associated with the Proposed Action. As previously discussed, mitigations
and offset purchases would be necessary to eliminate emission increases of
NO., ROG, PM1o, and CO. Mitigation measures would have to be developed
by reuse proponents (the redevelopment agency or the airport authority).
These measures would have to be coordinated with the SCAQMD and the
CARB in order to ensure consistency with local and/or regional at. quality
attainment plans.

Potential mitigation measures would most likely focus on land use and
transportation planning and management measures to reduce motor vehicle I
pollution. The purpose of the measures would be to reduce vehicle miles
traveled, vehicle trips, and peak-hour travel. These reductions would result
in decreases in both regional and localized vehicle-related emissions of NO,,
ROG, PM1o, and CO. The potential measures listed below include emission
reduction efficiencies, where available, as contained in the Draft CEQA Air

Quality Handbook (SCAQMD, 1992). They could include:

1. Measures to reduce automobile emissions by reducing the number of

vehicles driven to a work site on a daily basis.

"* Ensure efficient parking management (emission reduction
efficiency not quantified).

"* Provide dedicated parking spaces with electrical outlets for
electric vehicles (emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

"* Charge parking lot fees to low-occupancy vehicles (5 to
10 percent emission reduction efficiency).

"* Develop a comprehensive airport shuttle system (4 to
20 percent emission reduction efficiency). 3

"* Promote carpools, vanpools, and bicycle usage (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified). 3
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5 * Provide financial assistance to encourage use of public transit

(emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

2. Measures to reduce automobile emissions by reducing the number of
persons who must drive to a work site on a daily basis.

"" Promote Transportation Management Associations (TMAs)
(emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

"" Establish telecommuting programs, alternative work schedules,
and satellite work centers (up to 20 percent emission reduction
efficiency).

3 * Work with cities/developers/citizens in the region to implement
TDM goals (emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

3. Measures to reduce vehicular emissions through traffic flow
improvements.

* Configure parking to minimize traffic interference (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified).

* Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes (emission reduction
efficiency not quantified).

"" Provide a flag person to guide traffic proparly and ensure safety
at construction sites (emission reduction efficiency not
quantified).

"" Schedule operations affecting traffic for off-peak hours
(emission reduction efficiency not quantified).

"" Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from
construction activities. Plan may i,-.lude advance public notice
of routing, use of public transportation, and satellite parking
areas with shuttle service (emission reduction efficiency not
quantified).

Schedule goods movement for off-peak hours (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified).

* Synchronize traffic signals (emission reduction efficiency not3 quantified).

* Provide adequate ingress and egress at all entrances to public
facilities to minimize vehicle idling at curb sides (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified).

* Provide dedicated turn lanes as appropriate (emission reduction
efficiency not quantified).
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4. Measures to reduce the length of work trips while expanding the 5

supply of affordable housing and creating an urban form that
efficiently utilizes urban infrastructure and services.

"* Achieve a job/housing balance compatible with the Regional
Growth Management Plan (emission reduction efficiency not
quantified). 1

"* Encourage growth in and around activity centers, transportation
nodes, and corridors (10 to 30 percent emission reduction
efficiency).

"* Provide site support facilities to reduce the need for off-site
travel (6 to 14 percent emission reduction efficiency).

"* Promote future patterns of urban development and land use,
making better use of existing facilities, and promoting mixed use
development involving commercial and residential uses (25 to
50 percent emission reduction efficiency).

Mitigation measures to reduce stationary emissions of operation-related I
activities would include:

"* Requiring development practices which maximize energy I
conservation as a prerequisite to permit approval (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified)

"* Improving the thermal integrity of buildings and reducing the
thermal load with automated time clocks or occupant sensors
(up to 30 percent emission reduction efficiency)

" Introducing window glazing, wall insulation, and efficient
ventilation methods (up to 20 percent emission reduction
efficiency)

" Introducing efficient heating and other appliances, such as water
heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, furnaces, and boiler I
units (10 to 20 percent emission reduction efficiency)

"* Incorporating appropriate passive solar design and solar heaters
(40 percent emission reduction efficiency) I

"* Using devices that minimize the combustion of fossil fuels
(emission reduction efficiency not quantified)

"* Capturing waste heat and reemploy it in nonresidential buildings
(emission reduction efficiency not quantified) I

I
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£ * Landscaping with native drought-resistant species to reduce
water consumption and to provide passive solar benefits (55
percent reduction in heating emissions).

Mitigation measures to protect sensitive land uses from major sources of air
pollution could include:

1 Integrating additional mitigation measures into site design such
as the creation of buffer zones between a potential sensitive
receptor's boundary and potential pollution zone (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified)

a Requiring design features, operating procedures, preventive
maintenance, operator training, and emergency response
planning to prevent the release of toxic pollutants (emission
reduction efficiency not quantified).

The amount of emission reduction achieved would depend on the particular
mitigation measures selected.

Emissions remaining after application of all practicable mitigation measures
would have to be offset by reducing similar pollutant emissions from other
area sources by a ratio greater than one for one. Emission offsets are
generally obtained by methods such as: (1) direct purchase and shutdown
of an emitting source; (2) installation of new or additional control equipment
on emission sources beyond that currently required by regulation; and
M3} use of innovative and nontraditional methods such as constructing bus
shelters to induce increased mass transit ridership, buying, and removing
from service older model on-road vehicles, or paving unpaved parking and

road areas to reduce particulate emiss; • is.

Emission reduction credits (ERCs) are valuable to air permit applicants for
new or modified air pollutant emission sources. Under the NSR process, the
applicants must provide offsetting emission reductions for anticipated
emissions from new or modified stationary sources as a prerequisite to
obtaining permits to construct the new source or source modification. ERCs
fulfill the role of offsetting emission reductions.

3 The SCAQMD recently proposed regulations that would modify the current
system for acquiring, banking, and transferring ERCs for nonattainment and
other affected pollutants. These rules are currently under review by the
SCAOMD Board of Directors. The specific air quality goal of the SCAOMD
rules will remain to achieve annual emission reductions that are at least
5 percent greater than the total annual emission increase from new or
modified sources.

I
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The SCAQMD current rules would allow the owner or operator of a 3
permitted stationary source to apply for ERCs for emission reductions that
meet five criteria. They must be permanent, real, quantifiable, enforceable,
and not greater than the equipment would have received if operating with 3
the current BACT. BACT is the most stringent emission limitation or control
technique that: (1) has been achieved in practice for the permitted unit
category or class of source; or (2) is achievable and contained in any SIP
approved by the U.S. EPA for such a permitted unit category or class of
source; or (3) is any other technologically achievable and cost-effective
emission limitation or control technique. 3
The complex method SCAQMD proposed for calculating ERCs involves many

factors. Generally, the emission reductions used to calculate ERCs will be
based on the decrease in averaged emissions that occur after installation of
BACT. Further deductions in creditable emission reductions may be imposed
depending on whether the sum of all emission increases, decreases, and
offsets for the unit that have occurred since the baseline date (September
28, 1990) is greater than zero. This sum of emission increases, decreases,
and offsets occurring since the baseline date is referred to as the "NSR
balance."

Owners or operators of permitted stationary sources who cease to operate

or reduce emissions must apply for creditable ERCs within 90 days after the

emission reduction occurs. The owner of ERCs may use or transfer all or a

portion of the ERCs, subject to geographical and interpollutant trading

limitations.

A transfer of a permit to operate an existing facility without a change in

operating conditions does not subject the new operator to the NSR rules or I
the need to obtain offsets. A similar exemption applies to a transfer of
equipment not requiring a permit to operate. 3
An applicant for a permit to construct may not use ERCs derived from a

source that did not originally impact the area where the new source will be

constructed, unless the applicant can show that a net air quality benefit I
would result in the area where the new source will be constructed. This

geographical limitation on the value of trading ERCs may be lessened by

SCAQMD's RECLAIM plan. This program, which SCAQMD is currently U
developing and is expected to adopt by mid-1 993, would allow emission
reductions to be traded among sources to meet a prescribed emissions

target for each year. The actual method of compliance would be the
individual firm's responsibility. The permanent shutdown or curtailment of
existing stationary and mobile sources of nonattainment air pollutants at
Norton AFB could result in a significant amount of available ERCs for CO, 3
PM, sulfates, and precursors to ozone.

I
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3 In addition to the ERCs, which may be available from existing sources at

Norton AFB, future reuse proponents may be eligible for emission credits
from the Community Bank or Priority Reserve. The Community Bank is
established by the SCAOMD to provide emission credits to sources seeking
to locate or modify operations within the SCAB. Allocations from the
Community Bank are made on a monthly basis subject to the provisions of
SCAQMD Rule 1309.1. The Priority Reserve is established to provide
credits for specific types of priority sources. For example, Priority Reserve
credits would be available for: (1) sources using innovative new technology,
which would result in significantly lower emissions than would have

occurred with the use of BACT; (2) experimental research operations; and
(3) essential public services. Umitations on sources eligible for Priority3 Reserve credits are described in SCAQMD Rule 1309.1 (b).

Emission offsets are often difficult to obtain and may require a large
commitment of time and money. Future reuse proponents must, therefore,
establish a dialogue with the SCAQMD well in advance of project initiation
in order to ensure that the necessary amount of offsets is obtained and

* properly credited.

4.4.3.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. The primary differences
between this alternative and the Proposed Action are reduction of the
aviation support, OIP, and commercial land uses; the addition of medical and
residential land uses; and increased use of existing facilities instead of
demolition and new construction. Air and vehicle traffic associated with the
operation and passenger use of the airfield, terminal, and aviation support
areas would be approximately the same.

3 Emissions. Table 4.4-7 summarizes the results of the emission calculations

associated with construction and operations under the Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. This table provides a
comparison of the magnitude of the reuse-related emission increases within
the SCAB in relation to the estimated attainment level (the level of
emissions above which the area would be in nonattainment), the 1987
emission inventory amount for the SCAB, and the projected emission
inventory amounts for the SCAB in the years 2000, 2005, and 2010.

3 Table 4.4-7 shows that emission increases of NO., ROG, PM1 o, and CO over
the preclosure and closure baselines are small or, in some cases, negative (a
negative increase indicates that reuse-related emissions would be less than

emissions generated under the respective preclosure or closure conditions).
Similar to the Proposed Action, the emissions from the Airport with Mixed

Use Alternative would not interfere with the process of reaching and
maintaining attainment of the CAAQS and NAAQS for NO, the NAAQS for
ozone, or the NAAQS for CO. The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
emissions would cause some delay in reaching attainment of the federal and3state PM 0 standards and the state 03 and CO standards. Therefore, all
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Table 4.4-7. Emissions Associated with the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative (tons/day) 5

Reuse-Related Emissions Increase in the SCAB"
Estimated SCAB Emission
Attainment Inventory Amount'" prelosur Closurei

Pollutant LeveIW 1997 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010

NO. 280" 1,208 616 495 374 -0.46 0.05 0.25 0.58 0.90 0.93
ROG 13460 1,375 454 316 179 -0.66 -0.37 -0.31 0.35 0.45 0.33
PM10  342w 1.075 951 904 856 -0.59 0.02 0.24 0.65 1.15 1.26
CO 1,318-* 4.987 2,244 1,781 1,318 -1.21 0.34 0.84 2.29 3.14 3.01
SO, 29110 134 87 69 51 -0.06 <0.01 0.02 0.07 0.11 0.11

I I
Notes: (a) Attainment levels for the SCAB were estimated from information contained in the 1991 AQMP

(SCAQMW. 1991).
(bW Refer to Table 1-7 in Appendix I.
(c) Emission increases are presented in relation to both preolosure and closure population baselines. See

Appendix I for emission information by source category.
(d) Attainment level shown here is the estimated NO. emissions amount required to attain the state 03standard. Attainment level of NO emissions required to attain the NO 2 standards is 616 tone per day.
(a) Area currently in nonattainment of 0,, NO PMl, and CO standards. Attainment projected to occur in:

the year 2010 for the 03 standard (tederal, the year 2000 for the NO 2 standards (state and federal),
the year 2006 for the PM10 standards (federal), the year 2000 for the CO standards (federal), and the
year 2010 for the CO standards (state). Attainment for the state standards for O0 and PM1o is
projected to occur sometime after the year 2010; no definite date has been estabished (SCAOMD,
1991).

(f) Area currently attaining standards for this pollutant. 5

NO., ROG, PMlo, and CO emission increases associated with the Airport 5
with Mixed Use Alternative should be mitigated, and the portions remaining
after mitigation offset by the reduction of emissions from other sources in
the area. i
The Airport with Mixed Use Alternative emission increases of S0 2 would not
be sufficient to jeopardize the attainment status for this pollutant. Current i
baseline emissions in the basin are well below the level that would cause
nonattainment, and the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative emissions would
be a small fraction of the baseline. In addition, projections prepared by the 3
SCAQMD indicate that SO2 emissions are declining and will continue to
decline as a result of the implementation of planned control measures
(SCAOMD, 1991). 1
A summary of the EDMS analysis of impacts from emissions associated with
airport operations under this alternative is presented in Table 4.4-8. The
maximum pollutant concentrations would occur at the same location as U
under the Proposed Action. PM1 o concentrations are estimated to exceed
standards when added to the background concentration. However, the
standards are exceeded by the background concentrations alone. The I
project emissions in each case would be only a small fraction (0.01 to 0.6
percent) of the total standard. According to the SCAQMD projections
contained in the AOMP, PM1o background concentrations should fall below i
the federal standards by the year 2006, and below the state standards
sometime after the year 2010. 1
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Table 4.4-8. Air Quality Modeling Results for Airport Operations and Vehicle Traffic Associated

with the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, ppm (p/rin1 )

Preclosure
Averaging Project Impactm Background ULmiting

Pollutant Time 2000 2005 2010 Concentrations StandardO

CO 8-hour 0.010 0.011 0.013 6.9 9
S(11.1) (12.5) (14.5) (8,014) (10,000)

1-hour 0.054 0.060 0.080 10.0 20
(52.9) (70.1) (92.8) (11,600) (23,000)

- S0 2  Annual <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.001 0.03
(0.004) (0.007) (0.010) (1.0) (80)

"24-hour 0.0001 0.0002 0.0003 0.007 0.04
(0.32) (0.52) (0.75) (19) (105)

3-hour 0.0007 0.0010 0.0015 0.025 0.5
(1.76) (2.77) (3.95) (66) (1,300)

1 -hour 0.0016 0.0025 0.0041 0.025 0.25
(4.21) (6.63) (10.80) (66) (655)

PMPo Annual NA NA NA NA NA
(geometric) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (64) (30)

Annual NA NA NA NA NA3 (arithmetic) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (75) (50)

24-hour NA NA NA NA NA
(0.08) (0.12) (0.28) (237) (50)3 Notes: (a) Maximum impact in all cases occurred at receptors located near the property line downwind from the ends

of the northeast-southwest runway. The maximum impact concentrations are assumed to be accurate
within a factor of 2 (-50% to + 100%). Sources of error such as accurately defining the mean wind
direction and the correct atmospheric stability (turbulence) indicator account for much of the potential
variations in calculating the maximum concentration. However, despite the potential variation from actual
concentrations, the model predictions are considered to be *best estimates," typical of U.S. EPA guideline
models such as EDMS. The U.S. EPA has stated that given the limitations of current modeling techniques.
"use of the 'beet estimate' is acceptable and consistent with CAA requirements" (U.S. EnvironmentalI Protection Agency, 1990).

(b) Background concentrations are assumed to equal the mean of first-high values monitored at the San
Bernardino, Riverside, Redlands, and Fontana monitoring stations from 1989 to 1991. According to
attainment projections in the 1991 AOMP, bckground concentrations of PMIo, will fall below the federal
standards by the year 2006, and below the state standards sometime after the year 2010 (SCAQMD,
1991).

(c) The limiting standard is equal to the more stringent value of the NAAQS or CAAQS.
NA - Not applicable.
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Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be as discussed for the
Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures and offset purchases are the

same as those recommended for the Proposed Action.

4.4.3.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. This alternative is similar I
to the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, except in airfield operations and
the replacement of some aviation support and commercial land use areas
with aggregate mining operations in the area northeast of the airfield.

Emissions. Table 4.4-9 summarizes the results of the emission increase
calculations associated with construction and operations under the Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010.
Effects of aggregate mining operations are included in this table. This table
also provides a comparison of the magnitude of the reuse-related emission I
increases within the SCAB in relation to the estimated attainment level (the
level of emissions above which the area would be in nonattainment); the
1987 emission inventory amount for the SCAB; and the projected emission I
inventory amounts for the SCAB in the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. I

Table 4.4-9. Emissions Associated with the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative tons/day)
Reuee-Related Emissions Inaroeas in the SCAB • 3

Estimated SCAB Enission
Attainment Inventory Amount 61 PrClosure Closure

Polktant Levelb 1997 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 3
NO. 280"A 1.208 616 495 374 -0.59 -0.22 -0.16 0.45 0.63 0.53
ROG 1344 1,375 454 316 179 .0.71 -0.44 -0.40 0.30 0.37 0.24
PMKo 342w 1.075 951 904 856 -0.57 -0.04 0.04 0.67 1.08 1.06
CO 1,318m 4,987 2,244 1,781 1,318 -1.43 -0.08 0.17 2.07 2.72 2.34 I
SO, 291 0 134 87 69 51 -0.08 -0.03 -0.02 0.06 0.08 0.07

Notes: (a) Attainment levels for the SCAB were estimated from information contained in the 1991 AQMP
(SCAOMO. 1991). I

Wb) Refer to Table 1-7 in Appendix 1.
4c) Emission increases we presented in relation to both preclosure and closure population baselines. Sea

Appendix I for emission infomation by source category.
Id) Attainment level shown here is the estimated NO, emissions amount required to attain the state 03

standard. Attainment level of NO emissions required to attain the NO2 standards is 616 tons per day. I
(e) Area currenty in nonattainment of Ol, NO,. PW and CO standards. Attainment projected to occur

in: the year 2010 for the 0 standard Ifederel), the year 2000 for the NO, stanards (tate end
federal). the year 2006 for thN PM standards Ifederal). the year 2000 for the CO standards (federal).
and the year 2010 for the CO standrds (state). Attainment for the state standards for 0 and PM,. is
"peo eted to occur sometime after the yea 2010. No definite date has been established (&CAOMD, I1710).1(f) Area current/y attaining standads for this pollutant.

Table 4.4-9 shows that emission increases of NO., ROG, PMo,1 and CO are

small in comparison to existing and nonattainment level emissions.
Nonetheless, these small emission increases would cause some delay in
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£ efforts to attain the federal and state PM,0 ambient air quality standards and
the state 01 and CO standards. Therefore, all NO,, ROG, PMc, and CO
emissions associated with the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative
should be mitigated to the fullest extent possible, and the remainder offset
by the reduction of emissions from other sources in the area.

5 Emissions of S02 would not be sufficient to jeopardize the attainment status
"for this pollutant.

A summary of the EDMS analysis for this alternative is presented in
Table 4.4-10. The maximum pollutant concentrations would occur at the
same location as under the Proposed Action. PM,0 concentrations are
estimated to exceed standards when added to the background
concentration. However, the standards are exceeded by the background
concentrations alone. The project emissions in each case would be only a
small fraction (0.001 to 0.05 percent) of the total standard. According to
the SCAQMD projections contained in the AQMP, PM10 background
concentrations should fall below the federal standards by the year 2006,
and below the state standards sometime after the year 2010.

Emissions from the aggregate mining operations associated with this
alternative are shown in Table 4.4-11. These emissions were estimated
based on emission rates and production rates from the nearby Pharris
Aggregate Plant (as contained in the Pharris Preannexation Agreement EIR
prepared by Tom Dodson and Associates, 1991). Based on a 1 million
ton/year production rate, aggregate mining under the Aircraft Maintenance
Center Alternative could continue for a period of 20 years or longer.

Mining operations on the base would not cause a significant local impact.
As a condition of initiating mining operations, the owner would have to
obtain a permit to construct and permit to operate from the SCAOMD.
These permits would not be granted unless the applicant can show that
"0 ... the equipment, the use of which may cause the issuance of air
contaminants or the use of which may eliminate, reduce, or control the
issuance of air contaminants, is so designed, controlled, or equipped with
such air pollution control equipment that it may be expected to operate
without emitting air contaminants in violation of Sections 41700, 41701, or

44300 (at seq.) of the State Health and Safety Code or of the SCAQMD
Rules and Regulations* (SCAQMD Rule 212[a]).

I In addition, as part of the process for obtaining the new permits the mining
operations would be subject to NSR and the application of BACT under the
SCAQMD's Regulation XIII. The purpose of Regulation XIII is to "...set forth
preconstruction review requirements for new, modified, or relocated
facilities, to ensure that the operation of such facilities does not interfere
with progress in attainment of the national ambient air quality standards,
and that future economic growth within the District is not unnecessarily
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U
Table 4.4-10. Air Ouality Modeling Results for Airport Operations and Vehicle Traffic Associated

with the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, ppm (pglm') U
Preclosure

Averaging Project Impact Background ULmiting

Pollutant Time 2000 2005 2010 Concentrations Standard61

CO 8-hour 0.0077 0.0085 0.0088 6.9 9
(9.0) (9.8) (10.2) (8,014) (10,000) I

1-hour 0.036 0.039 0.041 10.0 20
(41.8) (45.7) (47.3) (11,600) (23,000)

SO2 Annual <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.001 0.03 I
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (1.0) (80)

24-hour <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.007 0.04
(0.056) (0.070) (0.072) (19) (105)

3-hour 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.025 0.5
(0.30) (0.37) (0.38) (66) (1,300)

1 -hour 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.025 0.25 I
(0.58) (0.73) (0.75) (66) (655)

PM10  Annual NA NA NA NA NA
(geometric) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (64) (30)

Annual NA NA NA NA NA
(arithmetic) (<0.001) (<0.001) (<0.001) (75) (50)

24-hour NA NA NA NA NA
(0.022) (0.026) (0.026) (237) (50)

Nots": (a) Maxwmum impact in all case. occurred at receptors located near the property fine downwind from the ends
of the northeast-southwest runway. The maximum impact concentrations are assumed to be accurate
within a factor of 2 (-50% to + 100%). Sources of error such as accurately defining the mean wind
direction and the correct atmospheric stability (turbulence) indicator account for much of the potential
variations in calculating the maximum concentration. However, despite the potential variation from actual I
concentrations, the model predictions are considered to be "best estimates," typical of U.S. EPA guideline
models such as EDMS. The U.S. EPA has stated that given the limitations of current modeling techniques,
"use of the 'best estimate' is acceptable and consistent with CAA requirements" (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 1990).

(b) Background concentrations ae assumed to equal the mean of first-high values monitored at the San

Bernardino, Riverside. Redlands, and Fontana monitoring stations from 1989 to 1991. According to
attainment projections in the 1991 AQMP, background concentrations of PMo will fall below the federal
standards by the year 2006, and below the state standards sometime after the year 2010 (SCAQMD,
1991).

(c) The limiting standard is equal to the more stringent value of the NAAOS or CAAQS.
NA - Not applicable.

I
I
I
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ITable 4.4-11. Pollutant Emissions from Aggregate Mbing

Daily Emissions Yearly EmissionsI Pollutant (tons) (tons)
NO, 0.038 9.44
ROG 0.003 0.72
PM' 0  0.046 11.53

SO2  0.004 1.12
CO 0.012 3.00I

restricted. The specific air quality goal of this regulation is to achieve
annual emission reductions that are at least five percent greater than the
total annual emission increases from the new or modified equipment"

I (SCAQMD Rule 1301 [aW).

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be as described for the
I Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures and offset purchases are theI same as those recommended for the Proposed Action ISection 4.4.3.1).

4.4.3.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. This alternative differs from the
Proposed Action and other alternatives in that substantial acreage would be
devoted to low-density residential use in the area currently occupied by the
airfield. Air traffic and vehicle traffic associated with the operation of an
airfield and aviation support areas would be eliminated under this alternative.
Since these sources contributed a large portion of the emissions inventory
for the Proposed Action and other alternatives, the air quality impacts

I associated with this alternative would be less.

Emissions. Table 4.4-12 summarizes the results of the emission increase
calculations associated with construction and operations under theINon-Aviation Alternative for the years 2000, 2005, and 2010. Table
4.4-12 provides a comparison of the magnitude of the reuse-rolated
emission increases within the SCAB in relation to the estimated attainment
level (the level of emissions above which the area would be in
nonattainment), the 1987 emission inventory amount for the SCAB, and the
projected emission inventory amounts for the SCAB in the years 2000,1 2005, and 2010.

Table 4.4-12 shows that emission increases of NO,, ROG, PM,,, and CO are
small in comparison to existing and nonattainment level emissions.
Nonetheless, these small emission increases would cause some delay in
efforts to attain the federal and state PM1o ambient air quality standards and
the state 03 and CO standards. Therefore, all NO., ROG, PM1 ,, and CO
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Table 4.4-12. Emissions Associated with the Non-Aviation Alternative (tons/day) 3
Ruese-Reated Emissions Increase in the SCABsV

Estimated SCAB Emission
Attainment Inventory Amount '0 Ptpour* Closure

Pollutant Le.vlw 1987 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010 2000 2005 2010

NO. 280 W 1,208 616 405 374 -0.71 -0.37 -0.22 0.33 0.48 0.44
ROG 134 WI 1.375 454 316 179 -0.77 -0.51 -0.42 0.24 0.31 0.22
PM,0  342 1,076 951 904 866 -0.65 -0.15 0.09 0.59 0.97 1.11
CO 1,318 4,917 2.244 1,711 1,318 -2.32 -1.01 -0.55 1.18 1.73 1.62
So, 291 134 87 69 51 -0.09 -0.04 -0.02 0.06 0.07 0.06

Note@: (a) Attainment levels for the SCAB were estimated from informaton contained In the 1991 AQMP
(SCAQMO. 1991).

(b) Refer to Table 1-7 In Appendix I.
(c) Emission increses m e presented in relation to both predosu. aid cosure population baselines. See

Appendix I for e""ason information by source category..
(d) Attaunment level shwn here is the estimated NO. emeaione amount required to attain the state 0,

standard. Attainment level of NO emisalone required to attain the NO, standards is 616 tone per day.
(e) Area currently in nonattainment o% 0, NO. PM, and CO etandarde. Attainment projected to occur

in: te ya 2010 for the 0 standard (federal), the year 2000 for the NO, standards (state and
federal), the year 2006 for the PM standards (federal), the year 2000 for the CO standards (federal),and the year 2010 for the CO otanarde (sate). Attainment for the state standards for 0 and PMo isprojected to occur sometime after the year 2010. No definite date has been established (&CAQMO.

1991).
(f) Area currently attaining standards for this pollutant.

emissions associated with the Non-Aviation Alternative should be mitigated
to the fullest extent possible, and the remainder offset by the reduction of I
emissions from other sources in the area. Emissions of S02 would not be
sufficient to jeopardize the attainment status for this pollutant.

Cumulative Impacts. Emission increases due to this alternative are small, as
shown in Table 4.4-12. Successful mitigation and offsets combined with
implementation of now control measures would result in no not increase iniI

pollutant emissions in the SCAB and, therefore, no cumulative impact on a iI
regional basis. Locally, emissions may increase somewhat due to the
cumulative impact of increased vehicle traffic associated with other projects 3
in the area.

Emissions from the SCAB (including the cumulative emissions from the 3
proposed Non-Aviation Alternative) may at times adversely impact air quality
in other air basins due to downwind pollutant transport. In particular, CARB
has determined that transport of ozone and ozone precursors does take 3
place between the SCAB and the San Diego, Southeast Desert, and South
Central Coast air basins (California Air Resources Board, 1989). However,
occurrences of transport impact should become less frequent as emissions
within the SCAB are decreased in future years due to the implementation of
planned control measures.

Mitigation Measures. With the exception of measures related specifically to I
the presence of an airport and aircraft operations, mitigations for this
alternative would be the same as those previously described for the 3
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I Proposed Action (Section 4.4.3.1). In particular, all construction mitigation
measures would be applicable, except those contained in the referenced
FAA construction standards handbook for airports. The only operational
mitigation measures that would not apply to the Non-Aviation Alternative
would be those transportation planning and management measures such as

charging of parking lot fees for low-occupancy vehicles and development of
an airport shuttle system. The charging of parking fees for low-occupancy
vehicles would be feasible only for large parking lots such as those at an
airport. Such parking lots are not expected to be associated with the Non-
Aviation Alternative.

4.4.3.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Potential air quality effects resulting
from implementation of one or more federal transfers and other land use

concepts would be primarily in the form of increased or decreased vehicle
emissions associated with more or less employees or residents. The overall
lheating and power requirements of the Proposed Action and alternatives are
assumed to be relatively unaffected by these uses.

U.S. Department of the Interior. This proposal should have no effect on air
quality.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Transfers to the USFS would involve an

increase of aircraft based at the airfield (one light aircraft and two light and
two heavy tankers). These aircraft would add an additional amount of
emissions to the totals calculated for the Proposed Action and two aviation
alternatives.

This proposal would increase the air traffic at the airport. Emissions would

be generated from the aircraft, ground support equipment, the heating and
power requirements, and mobile sources related to employees and
operational activities. Nevertheless, there would be a reduction in emissions

from the sources related to commercial and industrial uses due to the
reduction in land available for these activities. Emissions would need to beI mitigated as previously described.

U.S. Department of Education. The aviation training facility included in this
proposal would generate stationary source air emissions associated with

heating and power requirements, and mobile source emissions related to
student, employee, and service vehicle traffic. These emissions would be
subject to the same mitigations previously described to prevent impact on

the air quality attainment schedule.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. This proposal would generate
stationary source emissions associated with heating and power
requirements, and mobile sources related to patient, employee, student, and
research personnel. These emissions would require mitigation measures to
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prevent the interference with the attainment and maintenance of air quality
standards.

McKinney Act Housing. This proposal should have no effect on air quality.

U.S. Postal Service. This transfer would generate stationary source air
emissions associated with heating and power requirements, and mobile
source emissions related to employee and service vehicle traffic. These
emissions would be subject to the same previously described requirements
of mitigation and offsets needed to prevent interference with the attainment
and maintenance of the air quality standards.

San Bernardino County. The facility for the work furlough program would
generate stationary source air emissions associated with heating and power
requirements, and mobile source emissions related to inmate, employee, and
service vehicle traffic. These emissions may be subject to the same
requirements of mitigation and offsets needed to prevent interference with I
the attainment and maintenance of the air quality standbrds as previously
described.

Aggregate Mining. An aggregate mining overlay with the Proposed Action
or other alternatives would increase the air emissions by the amounts shown
in Table 4.4-11. Based on a 1 million tons/year production rate, the
Proposed Action and each of the alternatives could continue to produce
aggregate for 20 years or longer. The emission increases from the mining
activities would need to be mitigated to the fullest extent possible and the I
portion not mitigated would require offsets from other sources in the area.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts with other land use concepts 3
would be as described for the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures, if required, would be the same 3
as recommended for the Proposed Action.

4.4.3.6 No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative would have no
adverse impact on air quality. Air quality conditions at the time of closure
would not be significantly affected by continued maintenance of the base at

the closure level of activity. !
Cumulative Impacts. Since the air quality impact of the No-Action
Alternative is negligible, there would be no adverse cumulative impact. 3
Mitigation Measures. Air quality mitigation measures are not required for
the No-Action Alternative because there are no significant impacts 3
associated with this alternative.

4
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1 4.4.4 Noise

The impact analysis for noise estimates the extent and magnitude of noise
levels generated by the Proposed Action and alternatives. The effects of
noise such as annoyance, speech interference, sleep disturbance, hearing
loss, health, and land use impacts are discussed. The predicted noise levels
are assessed with respect to the land use guidelines developed by the FAA
(Federal Aviation Administration, 1989).

Methods quantifying the annoyance, speech interference, sleep disturbance,
health, and hearing loss effects of noise have undergone extensive scientific

development during the past several decades. The most reliable measures
at present are noise-induced hearing loss and annoyance. Nonauditory
effects (those not directly related to hearing capability) are also important,
although they are not as well understood. Tie current scientific consensus
is that aevidence from available research reports is suggestive, but it does
not provide definitive answers to the question of health effects, other than
to the auditory system, of long-term exposure to noise" (National Academy3 of Sciences, 1981).

A more detailed description of the effects of noise is provided in
Appendix H. This appendix also provides information on units used to

describe noise and its effects.

Annoyance. Noise annoyance is defined by the U.S. EPA as any negative,

subjective reaction to noise on the part of an individual or group.
Table 4.4-13 presents the results of over a dozen studies of transportation
modes, including airports, investigating the relationship between the DNL
and annoyance to human receptors. This relationship has been suggested
by the National Academy of Sciences (1977) and recently reevaluated (Fidell

et al., 1988) for use in describing people's reaction to semi-continuous noise

such as that from transportation sources. These data are shown to provide
a perspective on the level of annoyance that might be anticipated. For
example, 15 to 25 percent of persons exposed to DNL of 65 to 70 dB
would be expected to be highly annoyed by the noise.

Speech Interference. One of the ways that noise affects daily life is byI preventing or impairing speech communication. In a noisy environment,
understanding of speech is diminished when speech signals are masked by
intruding noises. Reduced intelligibility of speech may also have other3effects; for example, if the understanding of speech is interrupted,
performance may be reduced, annoyance may increase, and learning may be
impaired. Research suggests that aircraft flyover noises exceeding3 approximately 60 dB A-weighted maximum sound level (L,.) interfere with
speech communication (Pearsons and Bennett, 1974; Crook and Langdon,

1974). Increasing the level of the flyover noise to 80 dB will reduce the
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Table 4.4-13. Percentage of Population Highly Annoyed by Noise Exposure

Percentage of Persons

DNL Interval in dB Highly Annoyed

<65 <15 1
65-70 15-25

70-75 25-37 3
75-80 37-52

Source: Adapted from Nedtion Acedemy of Sciences, 1977. 3

intelligibility to zero even if people speak in loud voices. The interference

lasts as long as the event, which is momentary for a flyover.

Sleep Interference. The effects of noise on sleep are of concern primarily in
assuring suitable residential environments. Early studies suggest that
various noise levels between 25 and 50 dB were associated with an
absence of sleep disturbance. Lukas (1975) reviewed data available in the
1970s on sleep-stage changes and waking effects of different levels of
noise. Either waking or sleep-stage changes have been found to be
potentially useful as metrics of sleep disturbance. 3
The noise descriptor that may best describe the effect of noise on sleep is

the SEL. Unlike DNL which describes the daily average noise exposure, SEL
describes the noise from a single flyover called an event. The SEL takes I
into account an event's sound intensity, frequency, content, and time
duration by measuring the total A-weighted sound energy of the event and

incorporating it into a single number referenced to 1 second.

Lukas' (1975) summary and others (Goldstein and Lukas, 1980) showed
great variability in the percentage of people awakened by exposure to noise. I
The variability is not merely random error, but reflects individual differences

in adaptation or habituation. A recent review (Peersons et al., 1989) of the

literature related to sleep disturbance, including field as well as laboratory I
studies, suggests that habituation may reduce the effect of noise on sleep.
The review points out that the relationship between noise exposure and

sleep disturbance is complex and affected by the interaction of many
variables.

The large differences between the findings of the laboratory and field

studies make it difficult to determine the best relationship to use. Lukas'
relationship would estimate over seven times more awakening than the field
results reported by Pearsons. 3
The relationship between percent awakened and SEL are presented in

Figure H-1 in Appendix H. These relationships consider the sound 3

4-146 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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I
attenuation provided by a residential building with the windows open.
Appendix H, Noise, contains further information on the relationship.

Hearing Loss. Hearing loss is measured in decibels and refers to permanent
auditory threshold shift of an individual's hearing. The U.S. EPA (EPA,
1974) has recommended a limiting daily energy value of L. 70 dB to protect
against hearing impairment over a period of 40 years. This daily energy
average would translate into a DNL value of approximately 75 dB or greater.
Based on U.S. EPA recommendations (EPA, 1974), hearing loss is not
expected in people exposed to DNL 75 dB or less. The Federal Interagency
Committee on Urban Noise (U.S. Department of Transportation, 1980)
states that hearing loss due to noise: (1) may begin to occur in people
exposed to long-term noise levels of DNL 75 dB and above, (2) will not likely
occur in people exposed to noise levels between DNL 70 and 75 dB, and
(3) will not occur in people exposed to noise levels less than DNL 70 dB.

I Health. Research investigating the relationship between noise and adverse
nonauditory health effects have been inconclusive. Potential nonauditory
health consequences of noise exposure which have been studied include
birth defects, psychological illness, cancer, stroke, hypertension, and
cardiac illnesses. While hypertension appears to be the most biologically
plausible of these consequences, studies addressing this issue have failed to
provide adequate support. Studies that have shown negative consequences
to exist have failed to be replicated, thereby causing the validity of those
studies to be questioned (Frerichs et al., 1980; Anton-Guirgis at al., 1986).
Studies which have controls for multiple factors have si nwn no, or very
weak, associations between noise exposure and nonaut. iry health effects
(Thompson and Fidell, 1989). The current state of technical knowledge
cannot support inference of a causal or consistent relationship, nor a
quantitative dose-response, between residential aircraft noise exposure and
health consequences.

Animals. The amount of literature on the effects of noise on animals is
small and most of the studies have focused on effects associated with
dosages of continuous noise (Belanovskii and Omel'yanenko, 1982; Ames,
1974). A literature survey (Kull and Fisher, 1986) found that the literature
is inadequate to document long-term or subtle effects of noise on animals.
No controlled study has documented any mortality of livestock directly
attributable to noise despite exposure to extreme noise levels.

3 Land Use Compatibility. Estimates of total noise exposure resulting from
aircraft operations, as expressed using DNL, can be interpreted in terms of
the compatibility with the designated land uses. The Federal Interagency
Committee on Urban Noise developed land use compatibility guidelines for
noise (U.S. Department of Transportation, 1980). Based upon these
guidelines, suggested compatibility guidelines for evaluating land uses in3 aircraft noise exposure areas were developed by the FAA. These are
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U
presented in Section 3.4.4. The land use compatibility guidelines are based 3
on annoyance and hearing loss considerations described above. Part 150 of
the FARs prescribes the procedures, standards, and methodology governing

the development, submission, and review of airport noise exposure maps
and airport noise compatibility programs. It prescribes the use of yearly DNL
in the evaluation of airport noise environments. It also identifies those land
use types which are normally compatible with various levels of exposure.
The FAA guidelines were used in this study to determine noise impacts.

Noise Modeling. In order to define the noise impacts from aircraft
operations at Norton AFB, the FAA-approved Noise Exposure Model

(NOISEMAP) Version 6.0 was utilized to predict DNL 65, 70, and 75 dB
noise contours and SEL values for receptor locations. For definitions of

descriptors, see Appendix H. The contours were generated for the Proposed

Action and aviation alternatives for four future year projections (1995,
2000, 2005, and 2015) and overlaid on a U.S. Geological Survey map o&
the base. Vicinity flight tracks assumed for the modeling are illustrated
Figure 4.4-6. Input data to NOISEMAP include information on aircraft tv,
runway use; takeoff and landing flight tracks; aircraft altitude, speeds, and
engine power settings; and number of daytime (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and
nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) operations.

Surface vehicle traffic noise levels for roadways in the vicinity of Norton U
AFB were analyzed using the FHWA's Highway Noise Model (Federal
Highway Administration, 1978). This model incorporates vehicle mix, traffic

volume projections, and speed to generate DNL.

Major Assumptions. Half of all aircraft operations were assumed to be
takeoffs and half landings. Number of aircraft operations and fleet mix are I
given in Sections 2.2 and 2.3. Appendix H provides more details on

assumptions used. All aircraft operations were assumed to follow standard
approach slopes and takeoff profiles provided by the FAA's Integrated Noise
Model Database 3.9. The phasing out of Stage 2 aircraft and subsequent
replacement with Stage 3 aircraft are reflected in the aircraft operations.

Major roads leading to or around the base were analyzed. Traffic data used
to project future noise levels are presented in Section 4.2.3. Traffic data

used in this analysis are summarized in Appendix H. I
4.4.4.1 Proposed Action. The results of the aircraft noise modeling for the
Proposed Action are presented as noise contours in Figures 4.4-7 through 3
4.4-10. The contribution from runup noise is evident as separate contours

at the north end of the apron.

Table 4.4-14 presents the approximate number of acres and estimated
population within each DNL range for each of the study years. Compared to
the preclosure reference, this represents a decrease of 7,237 acres within I

4-148 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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I
Table 4.4-14. DNL Exposure for Ot Norton AFB Alernative Reuse Plans 3

65-70 dB 70-75 dB >75 dB
Year Alternative Acres Population Acres Population Acres Population 3
1995 Proposed Action 54 0 5 0 1 0

Airport with Mixed Use 87 0 12 0 3 0
Aircraft Maintenance Center 65 0 11 0 2 0 3

2000 Proposed Action 232 0 97 0 53 0
Airport with Mixed Use 259 0 114 0 65 0
Aircraft Maintenance Center 74 0 11 0 3 0 1

2005 Proposed Action 490 9 180 0 113 0
Airport with Mixed Use 458 9 180 0 109 0

Aircraft Maintenance Center 84 0 11 0 4 0 U
2015 Proposed Action 201 9 88 0 13 0

Airport with Mixed Use 169 9 76 0 9 0

Aircraft Maintenance Center 48 0 9 0 3 0

I
DNL 65 dB in 1995, 6,915 acres in 2000, 6,514 acres in 2005, and 6,995
acres in 2015. The maximum exposure is projected for 2005, after which
the complete conversion of Stage 2 to quieter Stage 3 aircraft would result I
in reduced noise exposure even though numbers of aircraft operations would
continue to increase. By the year 2000, the FAR Part 161 actually requires
the conversion from Stage 2 to Stage 3 aircraft to be complete. This I
requirement was officially adopted after the analysis for this EIS was
conducted and is, thus, not reflected in the projected noise contours. As a
result, the noise contours projected for the years 2000 and 2005 are I
extremely conservative. In reality, noise levels in those years are likely to be
less than projected.

The criteria that define Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft are described in FAA
Part 36 (Federal Aviation Administration, 1988b). Noise level limits are
defined for takeoff, approach, and sideline measurements. The modeled3
aircraft operations reflect this phaseout by replacing the 737-200 (Stage 2)
with 737-300 (Stage 3). Based on the certification test results presented in
the FAA Advisory Circular 36-1 E (Federal Aviation Administration, 1988a)3
the 737-300 is approximately 10 dB quieter than the 737-200 for
departures and approximately 5 dB quieter for approaches.

After 2005, an area southwest of the end of the runway which currently
includes six dwelling units would be exposed to DNL between 65 and
70 dB. These residences are in an area zoned for industrial use. There are
nine residents living in these units.

4-154 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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The SEL was calculated at representative residential locations for the
noisiest and most common jet aircraft; the results are presented in
Table 4.4-15. The analysis suggests that, for the Proposed Action, some
aircraft overflights could affect the sleep of some residents in the area. In
all years, the noisiest plane would be the 747-200. In 1995, the most
common aircraft would be the BAe 146. For 2000 and 2005, the most
common aircraft would be the 737-200 and 737-300. In 2015, the
737-300 would be the most common aircraft. The noisiest aircraft were
determined from the L as presented in FAA Advisory Circular 36-3E
(Federal Aviation Administration, 1987).

Table 4.4-15. Sound Exposure Levels in Decibels at Representative Noise Receptors

Aircraft Type

Community Receptor Location 737-200 737-300 747-200 Citation BAM 146
Rialto Randall & Sycamore 75 61 66 58 59
Grand Terrace Arlia. & Kingston 74 58 64 55 58
Colton Shasta & Ivy 92 87 90 77 84
San Bernardino San Bernardino Community 66 46 53 44 48

Hospital
San Bernardino 8th & Perris 74 55 62 52 55
Lomn Unda Lome Undo University Medical 75 57 64 53 57

Center
San Bernardino County Gould & Ferree 86 69 76 65 68
Lome Unda Mauiposa & Mountain View 69 50 58 47 50
San Bernardino Son Bernardino County Hospital 70 52 59 48 52
Norton AFS Residential Area 92 77 81 71 75
Norton AFS Clinic 88 72 77 67 70

Rediands Redlands Community Hospital 66 49 55 46 49
San Bernardino Foothill & Dal Rosa 61 42 49 38 42
Highland Cole Place 91 75 81 70 73
Highland Patton State Hospital 73 55 62 51 54
Rediando Sonora & Clark 76 62 68 59 61
Redoando Dreka & Clay 85 70 76 67 69
East Highlands Greenspot & Ypailantha 92 76 81 72 74
Mentone Lugonia & Opal 84 71 77 68 69

Surface traffic noise levels are presented in Table 4.4-16 for several road
segments affected by the Proposed Action including the new Del Rosa-
Tippecanoe corridor that would be built through the base. These levels are
presented in terms of DNL as a function of distance from the centerline of

the roadways analyzed.

Portions of the roadways that would carry traffic to and from base areas
would pass adjacent to residential areas. Tippecanoe Avenue, which would
have the most area exposed to DNL 65 dB and above, has residences near
Mill Street and on the east side between the railroad crossing and 1-10.

There are residences on the south side of Mill Street between Tippecanoe
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TalOe 4.4-16. Distance to DNL from Roadway Centerine - Proposed Action 3

Distance (feet)

Year Roadway DNL 65dB DNL 70dB DNL 75dB m

2000 Tippecanoe Ave 140 50 40 I
Mill St 80 30
Del Rosa Dr 70 40

3rd St (East) o 401
3rd St (West) 80 40
Victoria Ave 100 40

5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 120 40
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 90 40
Alabama St 100 40 40 3
Palm Ave 90 40 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 60
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 80 40 40 3

2005 Tippecanoe Ave 220 80 40

Mill St 190 50
Del Rosa Dr 190 50 1
3rd St (East) 130 50

3rd St (West) 130 50
Victoria Ave 150 50 l
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 180 60

5th St (Victoria to Palm) 150 50
Alabama St 110 40 40 IPalm Ave 120 50 40

Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 90 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south hamf) 170 60 40 1

2015 Tippecanoe Ave 360 120 40
Mill St 160 50

Del Rosa Dr 200 70 I
3rd St (East) 170 60 9

3rd St (West) 170 60 3
Victoria Ave 190 70
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 130 80
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 180 60
Alabama St 170 60 40

Palm Ave 170 70 40

Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 130 50 I 1
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 210 80 40

'Contsined within roadway 3

I
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and Waterman avenues, but most are more than 160 feet from the roadway
centedine and would therefore not be affected. There are also residences
between Allen and E streets, but noise levels there would be lower than
along segments closer to the base.

Del Rosa Drive has residences at various stretches between the base and
SR-30. Only those within 200 feet of the roadway centerine would be
affected by project-related traffic noise. Residential uses along Third Street
are sparse; the primary areas of concentration are the NCO housing and
west of Tippecanoe Avenue. Fifth Street also passes through the NCO
housing area and a few other clusters of homes near Sterling, Del Rosa, and
Tippecanoe. Most of the land uses along Fifth, west of Waterman, are
commercial. Victoria Avenue, again, passes by the NCO housing, and there
are a few residences between Fifth and Sixth streets. Adjacent land uses
north of that area are primarily residential. Victoria Avenue has the most
residences of the roadways studied. Alabama Street has no residences
between Third Street and 1-10. Palm Avenue, north of City Creek, has
residential areas at several points.

Cumulative Impacts. Other projects in combination with the Proposed
Action would not result in cumulative impacts due to aircraft noise. The
noise generated by surface traffic from cumulative development is
incorporated in the basic analysis of the Proposed Action. By the year
2015, areas exposed to DNL 65 dB and above due to surface traffic would
increase about 100 to 300 percent.

Mitigation Massures. Potential mitigation measures for reducing effects
from aircraft noise include:

" Management measures. Impose curfews, impose noise-related
landing fees, develop noise monitoring systems, and establish a
community relations office.

" Remedial measures. Establish and conduct a sound attenuation
program for single-family residences in areas exposed to aircraft
noise of DNL 65 dB or greater.

The effectiveness of the noise mitigation measures presented above cannot
be completely determined without extensive modeling and noise
measurements.

Title 21, Subchapter 6, of the CCR provides a community noise exposure
level (CNEL) limit of 70 dB for residential areas. The CNEL would be
approximately equal to (usually * 1 dB) the DNL used in this study. If
residential areas were found to lie within the DNL 65 dB contours, the state
of California would require measurements to verify the noise contours and a
study to determine if people actually reside within the contours. If a noise
problem is identified, noise level monitoring would be required.
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Barrier walls could be used to mitigate surface traffic noise along roadways 3
with impacts. A noise barrier analysis would be necessary to determine the

optimum locations, height, and/or feasibility of the barrier wall. Other
mitigation measures such as a sound insulation program could be 5
implemented to reduce interior noise levels for sensitive receptors exposed
to DNL 65 or greater. For future development, land use planning should
incorporate noise compatibility measures when establishing residential

zoning. Measures such as restricting residential development to areas
outside DNL 65 and incorporating barriers and buffer zones into community
development can be used. The effectiveness of the operational and
management mitigation measures presented here cannot be completely
determined without extensive modeling and/or measurements. The State
Building Code (Part 2, Title 24 CCR) will require an acoustical analysis for all

new construction exposed to DNL 60 or greater, showing that the proposed
construction has been designed to limit intruding noise to a CNEL of 45 dB
in any habitable room. 3
4.4.4.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. The results of the aircraft
noise modeling for this alternative are presented as noise contours in

Figures 4.4-11 through 4.4-14 for the years 1995, 2000, 2005, and 2015. I
Again, the analysis assumed only 50 percent of commercial aircraft would
have completed the conversion from Stage 2 to Stage 3 aircraft, instead of

the mandated 100 percent. As a result, the noise levels projected for the

years 2000 and 2005 are conservatively high. The contribution from runup
noise is evident as separate contours at the north end of the apron. The

small area shown exposed to DNL 65 dB at the northeast end of the runway I
in 2015 is due to departures to the southwest and the slow speed of

aircraft as they begin their roll. 3
Table 4.4-14 presents the approximate number of acres within each DNL
range for each representative year. This represents a decrease of

7,195 acres exposed to DNL 65 dB in 1995, 6,859 acres in 2000,
6,550 acres in 2005, and 7,043 acres in 2015 compared to the preclosure
reference. As with the Proposed Action, the noisiest time would be around

2005. The reduction in noise levels is again due to the phaseout of Stage 2 U
aircraft. In the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, the phaseout is reflected
not only in the replacement of 737-200s with 737-300s as in the Proposed

Action, but also by the replacement of 727-200s with MD 80/83s. Based U
on the certification test results presented in the FAA Advisory

Circular 36 1 E (Federal Aviation Administration, 1988a) the MD 83 is
approximately 10 dB quieter than the 727-200 for departures and 3
approximately 12 dB quieter for approaches. The same six residences
would be exposed to DNL of 65 to 70 dB, starting in 2005.

As with the Proposed Action, some aircraft overflights could affect the sleep

of some residents in the area. In all years, the noisiest jet aircraft would be
the 747-200. In 1995, the Cessna Citation I would be the most common l
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I
3 aircraft under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. For the years 2000

and 2005, the most common aircraft would be the 737-200 and the
737-300. In 2015, the moat common jet aircraft would be the 737-300.5Surface traffic noise levels for this alternative are presented in Table 4.4-17.
Residential population affects described under the Proposed Action.

I Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be the same as described
for the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures for this alternative would be the
same as those for the Proposed Action.

4.4.4.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Altemative. The results of the aircraft
noise modeling for this alternative wre presented as noise contours in
Figures 4.4-15 through 4.4-18.

I Table 4.4-14 presents the approximate number of acres within each DNL
range for each representative year. This represents a decrease of

7,219 acres within DNL 65 dB in 1995, 7,209 acres in 2000, 7,198 acres
in 2005, and 7,237 acres in 2015, as compared to the preclosure reference.

All areas exposed to DNL greater than 65 dB would be confined to the
immediate airport area.

Nevertheless, some aircraft overflights could affect the sleep of some

residents in the area. As with the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed
Use Alternative, the noisiest jet aircraft in all years would be the 747-2003 and the most common jet aircraft would be the Cessna Citation I.

Surface traffic noise levels for this alternative are presented in Table 4.4-18.5 Residential areas affected are described under the Proposed Action.

Mining activities on the base would also produce noise. The exact location

of aggregate processing facilities has not been identified, but the DNL 65 dB
contour is expected to extend approximately 1,300 feet around these
facilities. The DNL 70 dB contour would extend 700 feet, and the DNL
75 dB contour would extend out 400 feet.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be the same as described
for the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures for this alternative would be the
same as those for the Proposed Action. Potential impacts from aggregate3processing could be mitigated by locating processing facilities so that noise
contours would not extend into residential areas, or providing berms or other
barriers to block the noise. The effectiveness of the mitigation measures

3 Norton AFB Disposa/ and Reuse FEIS 4-163
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Tale 4.4-17. Distance to DNL from Roadway Centerline - Airport with Mixed Use Alternative 3

Distance (Feet)
Yew Roadway DNL 65dB DNL 70dB DNL 75dB

2000 rinppecano. Ave 130 40 40
Mal St 70
Doe Rosa Dr 6 40
3rd St (East) 70 40 1
3rd St (West) 70 40
Victoria Ave 90 50
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 120 50
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 80 40 40
Alabama St 80 40 40 3
Palm Ave 80 40 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 60 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 80 50 3

2005 rippecance Ave 220 70 40
Mill St 140 40
Del Rosa Dr 110 40 I
3rd St (East) 120 50
3rd St (West) 110 40
Victoria Ave 140 50 3
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 200 60
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 130 40
Alabama St 110 40 40 I
Palm Ave 110 50 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 110 40 I
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 150 60 40

2015 Tippecanoe Ave 240 80 40
Mill St 140 50 I
Del Rosa Dr 130 40
3rd St (East) 140 50
3rd St (West) 140 50 3
Victoria Ave 170 60
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 190 60
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 150 50 3
Alabama St 130 50 40
Palm Ave 130 60 40

Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 130 50 "
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 180 70 40

Contaned witin roaway. 3

I
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Table 4.4-18. Distanic to DNL from Roadway Centerlin - Aircraft Maintenance Center Alterative

Distance (feet)

Yew Roadway DNL 65dB DNL 70dB DNL 75dB
2000 Tippecanoe Ave 140 50 40

Mill St 80
Del Rosa Dr 70 40
3rd St (East) 80 40
3rd St (West) 80 40
Victoria Ave 90 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 130 40
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 90 40
Alabama St 80 40 40
Palm Ave 80 40 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 70 •

Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 100 40 40
2005 Tippecanoe Ave 190 60 40

Mill St 110 30 0

Del Rosa Dr 110 40
3rd St (East) 110 40
3rd St (West) 110 40
Victoria Ave 110 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 150 50
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 130 40
Alabama St 100 40 40
Palm Ave 90 40 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 110 40 •
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 170 60 40

2015 Tippecanoe Ave 210 70 40
Mill St 150 50
Del Rosa 120 40 •
3rd St (East) 120 40
3rd St (West) 130 50
Victoria Ave 130 50 •
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 140 60
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 150 50
Alabama St 120 50 40
Palm Ave 110 50 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 120 50
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 190 70 40

*Contalired within roadway.
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presented here cannot be completely determined without extensive modeling

and noise measurements.

4.4.4.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. For the Non-Aviation Alternative, there
would be no airport activity. Surface traffic noise levels are presented in 1

Table 4.4-19. Residential population effects are described under the
Proposed Action. 3
Cumulative Impacts. There would be no cumulative impacts due to aircraft
noise with this alternative. The noise generated by surface traffic is
included in the basic analysis. By the year 2015, the areas exposed to DNL 1
65 dB and above due to surface traffic would increase approximately 100 to
200 percent. 3
Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures for surface traffic noise for this
alternative would be the same as those for the Proposed Action. 3
4.4.4.5 Other Land Use Concepts. This section discusses the noise effects

of each land use concept described in Section 2.3.4. Noise effects due to
traffic are estimated using data from Section 4.2.3.5 of this EIS.

U.S. Department of the Interior. The requested recreational facilities, except
for the golf course, would not be located within the DNL 65 dB contours for 1
the Proposed Action or alternatives. Portions of the golf course would lie
within the DNL 65 dB contours for some years, but not within the DNL

70 dB contours. Based on the available details of this proposal, no noise I
impacts on the surrounding areas have been identified for any of the

alternatives due to these facilities.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. The facilities identified for this proposal are
not located within the DNL 65 dB contours for the Proposed Action or
alternatives. As such, no noise impacts on them have been identified. From 1
the available details of this reuse, there are estimated to be approximately
six emergency and routine operations per day on a yearly average divided

among three aircraft (DC-4, S-2F, and C-1 30). These activities would be 5
concentrated during the fire season (approximately May 15 to November 30)
and would increase noise levels for short periods of time. As a yearly
average, these operations would cause an increase in area within the noise 3
contours; however, the increase would be along the runway and would
entail no additional impacts for the Proposed Action or alternatives.

U.S. Department of Education. The facilities identified for this conveyance 1
would not be located within the DNL 65 dB contours for the Proposed
Action or any alternatives. Based on the available details of this proposal,

no noise impacts on the surrounding areas have been identified as a result of
the classrooms, offices, or aviation training facility.

4
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Table 4.4-19. Distance to DNL from Roadway Centedine - Non-Aviation Alternative

Distance (feet)

Year Roadway DNL 65dB DNL 70dB DNL 75dB
2000 Tippecanoe Ave 150 50 40

M ill S t 8 0 • •

Del Rosa Dr 60 40
3rd St (East) 80 40
3rd St (West) so 40"

Victoria Ave 120 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 170 60
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 100 40
Alabama St 90 40 40
Palm Ave 90 40 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 100 40
[Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 120 50 40

2005 Tippecanoe Ave 200 70 40
Mill St 140 50
Del Rosa Dr 90 40
3rd St (East) 120 40
3rd St (West) 110 50
Victoria Ave 160 50
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 160 60
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 140 50
Alabama St 120 50 40
Palm Ave 110 50 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 140 50
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 190 70 40

2015 Tippecanoe Ave 280 90 40
Mill St 150 50
Del Rosa Dr 120 50
3rd St (East) 150 50
3rd St (West) 140 50
Victoria Ave 210 70
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 280 100
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 180 70
Alabama St 160 60 40
Palm Ave 140 60 40
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (north half) 180 60
Del Rosa-Tippecanoe Corridor (south half) 240 90 40

Contained within roadway.
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U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. The clinic and dormitory areas
identified for this proposal would not be located within the 65 ONL dB

contours for the Proposed Action or any alternatives. Based on the available

details of this proposal, no noise impacts on the surrounding areas have
been Identified due to the clinic and dormitories.

McKinney Act Housing. The dormitory area identified for this proposal
would not be located within the DNL 65 dB contours for the Proposed

Action or any alternatives. Based on the available details of this proposal,

no noise impacts on the surrounding area have been identified. 3
U.S. Postal Service. The office and warehouse spaces identified for this

proposal would not be located within the DNL 65 dB contours for the
Proposed Action or any alternatives. Based on the available details of this I
proposal, no noise impacts on the surrounding areas have been identified
from the office and warehouse spaces. 3
San Bernardino County. The facilities identified for the work furlough
program would not be located within the 65 dB contours for the Proposed

Action or any alternatives. Based on the available details of this proposal, I
no noise impacts on the surrounding areas have been identified from the

work furlough program facilities. 3
Aggregate Mining. Aggregate mining would produce noise from excavation

and processing activities. The exact location of processing facilities has not
been identified. The ONL 65 dB contour is expected to extend out about

1-31)0 feet, the DNL 70 dB contour to 700 feet, and the DNL 75 dB to

400 feet around these facilities.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would not be changed as a result
of other land use concepts in conjunction with the Proposed Action or

alternatives. I
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures would be required for the

other land use concepts, except aggregate mining. Impacts from processing
operations could be mitigated by locating facilities so that noise contours
would not extend into residential areas, or providing berms or other barriers

to block the noise. 5
4.4.4.6 No-Action Alternative. There would be no airport activity and

therefore no aircraft noise for this alternative. Surface traffic noise due to

DMT activities would be minimal. Noise levels from surface traffic arepresented in Table 4.4-20.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts would result from the No-

Action Alternative in combination with other projects. Noise from increased

I
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Table 4.4-20. Distance to DNL from Roadway Centeuine - No-Action Alternative

Distance Ifeea
Year Roadway DNL 65dB DNL 70dB DNL 75dB

2000 Tilppecanoe Ave 80 40 40
Mill St 60
Del Rosa Dr 40 40
3rd St (East) 50 40
3rd St (West) 50 40

3 Victoria Ave 70 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 80 30
5th St (Victoria to Palm) 50 40
Alabama St 70 40 40
Palm Ave 70 40 40

2005 Tippecanoe Ave 90 40 40
Mill St 60 0 0

Del Rosa Dr 40 40
3rd St (East) 50 40
3rd St (West) 50 40
Victoria Ave 70 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 90 30
5th St NVictoria to Palm) 50 40
Alabama St 80 40 40
Palm Ave 70 40 40

2015 Tippecanoe Ave 100 40 40
Mill St 80 9

Del Rosa Dr 40 40
3rd St (East) 60 40
3rd St (West) 60 40
Victoria Ave 90 40
5th St (Waterman to Victoria) 120 30

5th St (Victoria to Palm) 70 40
Alabama St 110 50 40
Palm Ave 90 40 40I Contained within roadway.

I
I
I
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surface traffic due to other projects in the area would occur independent of

the dispoaition of the base.

Mitigation Measures. Noise mitigation measures would not be required
under the No-Action Alternative because there are no adverse effects

associated with this alternative.

4.4.5 Bolog•ical Resources m

The Proposed Action and reuse alternatives (except for the No-Action

Alternative) could potentially affect biological resources through alteration or
loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat. Past development of the base has
altered many of the habitats from their natural condition; however, the
federally and state-listed I(endangered) Santa Ana River woolly-star occurs
on Norton AFB and could be affected by several of the alternatives.

Assumptions used in the impact analysis for the Proposed Action and m

alternatives include:

" All staging and other areas disturbed temporarily by construction m
would be placed in previously disturbed areas (e.g., paved or
cleared areas).

" Mature trees, especially coast live oaks, would be left
undisturbed or transplanted to the extent feasible.

Disturbance could occur anywhere within each land use I
category, consistent with the proportion estimated for that
category, as described in Section 2.2. 1

" Rubble from demolition of facilities would be recycled or
disposed of in an approved off-site disposal facility. m

"* Development on the base would likely result in further
channelization (e.g., concrete lining) of the drainage along the
northwest boundary of the base. 3

4.4.5.1 Proposed Action. Construction and demolition activities associated

with converting Norton AFB to a commercial airport would adversely affect
biological resources primarily through a permanent loss of vegetation and its
associated value as wildlife habitat. The Proposed Action is estimated to
result in the disturbance of approximately 829 acres, about half of which

would be in previously undeveloped areas. The area disturbed under this
alternative is shown in Table 2.2-2. This disturbance is assumed to occur
over the 20-year study period in phases as shown in Table 4.4-21.

Vegetation. The Proposed Action would result in a loss of approximately
12 acres of native vegetation, comprised of 5 acres of Riversidean alluvial 5
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3 Table 4.4-21. Direct Impacts of On Proposed Action on Vegetation

Acres of Impact

3 Habitat 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Native Vegstationd 11 0 1 12
Weedy Vegetation 125 200 65 390

Previously Disturbed" 95 215 117 427

Total 231 415 183 829

Not@: (a) Inuludm wetld vegetal and Rsweudw allhaW fan sps somb.
(b) tneudelnds capd, devee (bding mad pwavmnt, &d bam aa.

I fan sage scrub, as a result of airfield development, 6 acres of the scrub from
golf course development, and less than 1 acre of wetland vegetation due to
aviation support. This represents approximately 17 percent of the existing
native vegetation on base. About 390 acres of weedy vegetation would
also be lost due to development within various land use areas, about 40
percent of the weedy vegetation on base. Much of this has a relatively low
biological value due to past disturbances, but some areas have received less
disturbance and still contain a number of native species, including the Santa
Ana River woolly-star. Potential impacts to this endangered species are
discussed in the Threatened and Endangered Species subsection, below.
The remainder of the development would be in previously disturbed or
landscaped areas.

The 11 acres of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be lost in the first
phase of construction (1995-2000) due to fencing or other minor
disturbances in open space areas and to golf course development. The
remaining scrub is located along the Santa Ana River in areas that would not
be developed. The wetland vegetation could be lost, probably in the third
phase of construction (2005-2010), as a result of extending the current
concrete channel in the drainage in the northwest portion of the base. No
riparian vegetation would be affected (see Sensitive Habitats subsection
below).

At least some of the mature coast live oak trees that have been planted
along base streets would be lost during OIP construction (some in each
phase), although many could be retained for landscaping. Loss of these
slow-growing native trees would be an adverse impact. Other non-native
species of landscape trees and shrubs would also be lost, but new
landscaping would replace these in a relatively short time.

Replacement of vegetation with facilities would result in a long-term loss of
some vegetation; however, most of this would be in previously disturbed
areas. Maintenance of vegetation near the runway and runoff of pollutants5 would have minimal effects.
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Habitat Alteration and Loss. The long-term loss of vegetation would affect
wildlife by removing or altering habitat within the base boundary. This
would result in mortality of less mobile species, as well as displacement of

mobile species to adjacent areas which are at carrying capacity for the
species. In addition to the 390 acres of ruderal vegetation that would be

lost, another 110 acres would be fragmented by development in the
previously undisturbed airfield and aviation support areas. Species that
would be affected include the burrowing owl, greater roadrunner, reptiles,

deer mouse, and California ground squirrel. Foraging habitat for birds such
as the American kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and turkey vulture would be
decreased as well. This would result in a decrease in the local populations
of these species.

Effects on populations of most species would be negligible because the area
lost would likely be replaced with new landscaping once construction is
complete.

Development associated with the Proposed Action would cause an increase I
in the abundance of species tolerant of such changes such as American

crow, house finch, Brewer's blackbird, house sparrow, and non-native
rodents. Greater numbers of these species could adversely affect remaining U
native species through increased competition for limited resources.

Noise/Activit. Construction would temporarily reduce the habitat available 5
for those species adapted to urban settings. Although some of the mature
trees would remain, noise and activity associated with construction would
temporarily discourage many species from using this habitat while I
construction activities are ongoing nearby. This includes roosting by black-
crowned night herons. Activities and noise associated with demolition and
construction would have short-term effects on local wildlife in adjacent I
areas by causing those intolerant of such disturbances to avoid the area.
For example, black-crowned night herons have a traditional winter roost

near the northwest end of the runway in an area to be developed for
aviation support. This roost is used year after year. The herons could be
adversely affected in the short to long term.

Noise, activity, and lighting associated with operation of the airport and
industrial/commercial facilities would continue to discourage intolerant

species and attract tolerant species, as under preclosure conditions. The

type and frequency of noise events, however, would change because the
aircraft would be different from preclosure. Most flight activity would occur

between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m., and most (95 percent in 1995 decreasing to 5
about 60 percent in 2015) of the flights would involve small, general
aviation aircraft that produce much less noise than military jet aircraft.
Overall effects on wildlife populations on and adjacent to the base would be 5
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short term because most species would be expected to habituate to the
more frequent noise disturbances and return to their former habitats.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Several federal and state-listed
endangered or threatened species and species under review for listing
(candidate species) are present on or in the vicinity of Norton AFB and could
be affected by the Proposed Action. Development of airfield (e.g.,
antennas, transmissometers, and wind measuring equipment), aviation
support, and commercial facilities for private/corporate aviation in the
northeast portion of the base and of industrial facilities in the southwest part
of the base would reduce habitat for the endangered (state and federal)
Santa Ana River woolly-star by approximately 39 acres, or about 15 percent
of the habitat on base. Foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk (state listed
as threatened) would also be reduced by at least 390 acres, as would
habitat for the burrowing owl (state species of special concern) and
loggerhead shrike (candidate for federal listing). This represents about

40 percent of that type of habitat on base. Both species are known to be
on the base. The loss of 11 acres of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would reduce habitat for the Los Angeles little pocket mouse and San

Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat (also found on the base) by about
18 percent. Other sensitive species on the base inhabit areas that would3 not be directly disturbed by the Proposed Action.

Loss of habitat for the Santa Ana River woolly-star, due to the Proposed
Action, would constitute an adverse impact on this species. The Air Force

has initiated Section 7 consultation with the USFWS in response to potential
impact to the species. If portions of the property containing Santa Ana
River woolly-star are transferred to another federal agency, that agency
would be required to conduct additional consultation under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act prior to committing resources to any project that
could adversely affect the Santa Ana River woolly-star. For properties
conveyed to non-federal and private parties, those parties would be subject
to the prohibitions listed in Section 9(2)(a) of the Endangered Species Act
(16 USC 11 538[a](2 and 50 CFR £17.61. For certain activities involving
the sale or transport of endangered plant species, non-federal and private
parties may be required to obtain a permit under Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act (16 USC §1539) and 50 CFR §117.62-.63. Non-
federal and private parties that engage in activities which may damage,
remove, or destroy the Santa Ana River woolly-star after the property is no
longer subject to federal jurisdiction must comply with applicable state
protection laws for endangered plant species.

Formal consultation under Section 7 involves preparing and submitting a
Biological Assessment to the USFWS that describes potential effects of the
Proposed Action on federally listed and proposed species and designated
and proposed critical habitat. The USFWS reviews the assessment and3 issues a Biological Opinion for each species. A no-jeopardy opinion results
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when the USFWS finds that the project would not jeopardize the continued
existence of the species. Restrictions on incidental take and conservation I
recommendations, however, may be included in the opinion to reduce the
potential for impact. If the USFWS finds that the project could jeopardize

the continued existence of a species, a jeopardy opinion is rendered. Such

an opinion must include reasonable and prudent alternatives to the action
that would reduce impacts to listed species to a level that would not

jeopardize their continued existence.

Non-federal and private parties who receive base property would be subject

to the prohibitions listed in Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act (16 I
USC 11538) and 50 CFR 17, Subparts C, D, F, and G. For certain activities
involving the export, possession, taking, sale, or transport, of threatened or

endangered animal species, non-federal and private parties would be
required to obtain a permit under Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act
(16 USC 11539) and 50 CFR 17, Subparts C and D. Reuse of the facilities
and resultant potential impacts on state-listed species would be subject to U
compliance with Article 5 chapter 1.5 Division 3 Section 2090 et seq. of the
State of California Fish and Game Code. If CDFG determines state-listed
species will be affected by a project, a take permit (defined under Article 5 I
Chapter 1.5 Division 3 Section 2083 et seq. of the California Fish and Game
Code) would be required.

Sensitive Habitats. As noted above, a small amount (11 acres) of
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be directly affected by the

Proposed Action. This plant community, listed as very threatened by the I
California Natural Diversity Database, occurs primarily within the airfield and
on undeveloped open land.

The drainage channel wetland along the northwest border of the base would
likely be directly or indirectly disturbed during DIP construction. Up to

0.9 acre of wetland could be lost as a result of further channelization for3
flood control. If the drainage is not channelized, indirect impacts from
runoff of sediments and other materials (e.g., trash and equipment fuels or

leaked or spilled lubricants) during construction could adversely affect this
habitat. Loss or degradation of this wetland would have minor biological
impacts because (1) the amount affected is small, (2) wetland vegetation is
poorly developed due to regular clearing for flood control, (3) no riparian
vegetation occurs on the banks, and (4) it is isolated from other wetland and
natural habitat by development (housing to the north and warehousing to

the south).

EO 11990, Section 211), states that a federal agency, to the extent
permitted by law, shall avoid providing assistance for new construction

located in wetlands unless the head of the agency concludes that there is no
practicable alternative to such construction and that the proposed action
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may 5
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result from such use. In determining whether an alternative is practicable,
the agency may consider costs, existing technology, logistics, environmental
effects, and the purpose of the project that causes the discharge of fill or
dredged material into the affected wetlands.

Filling of wetland eaos totaling less than 10 acres does not require an
individual COE permit (unless endangered species are present), because this
is an activity covered by the existing authorization of a nationwide permit.
Filling a wetland between 1 and 10 acres requires prior notification to the
COE, whereas filling a wetland under 1 acre does not. However,
notification of the COE is recommended even when less than 1 acre is
anticipated to be filed.

Riparian woodlands near the golf course clubhouse would not be affected by
the proposed recreational development. Other riparian and wetland areas
associated with the Santa Ana Wash along the south border of the base also

would not be affected.

Cumulative Impacts. The loss of 390 acres of ruderal vegetation and
fragmentation of another 110 acres as a result of the Proposed Action
would add to losses of similar habitats from other planned projects in the
area, such as the Seven Oaks Dam Project and East Valley Corridor

developments. These combined cumulative losses would decrease foraging
habitat for species such as reptors, fox, and coyote, as well as habitat for
their prey (smaller mammals and reptiles) and a variety of songbirds. The

Proposed Action would also incrementally add to habitat loss for sensitive
species such as the Santa Ana River woolly-star, the Los Angeles little
pocket mouse, San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat, burrowing owl, and
loggerhead shrike, and to loss of sensitive plant communities such as
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub. Cumulative impacts of these projects
would be adverse.

Mitigation Measures. Because the Santa Ana River woolly-star is federally
and state-listed, the CDFG and USFWS may require mitigation or

conservation measures to protect the species. Such measures could range
from complete avoidance of known habitat areas to preparation and
implementation of a Habitat Conservation Plan by the new property owner
for habitat that would be lost to any proposed development. For the latter,
the project developer would have to consult with the USFWS and CDFG to
develop a Habitat Conservation Plan prior to construction. This plan could
contain measures to assure avoidance of the habitat or to set aside and

enhance compensation habitat. The effectiveness of these measures would
depend on the specifics of the conservation plan. Complete avoidance of

disturbance to known Santa Ana River woolly-star habitat would be highly
effective in preventing impacts to this species.
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Wetlands on the base are currently protected under EO 11990 and Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. ED 11990 requires a federal agency to
reference in the conveyance of properties containing wetlands to non-federal
parties "... those uses that are restricted under Federal, State or local
wetlands regulations; and... attach other appropriate restrictions to the
uses of properties by the grantee or purchaser and any successor... or
withhold such properties from disposal.' If such restrictions were included
in the land conveyance to future project proponents, who would then be
responsible for mitigating any Impacts to these habitats. wetlands would be
protected from future development that may not come under the jurisdiction
of the Clean Water Act. Most subsequent development projects resulting in
dredging or placement of fill in wetlands or waters of the United States
would be subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and/or Section 10

of the Rivers and Harbors Act and require a permit from the COE under
14 CCR Section 720. Stream alteration would require a stream permit from
CDFG. Potential mitigations could include: (1) avoidance of direct and
indirect disturbance of wetlands through facility design; (2) on-site (if I
possible) replacement of any wetlands lost at a ratio determined through
consultation with the USFWS, CDFG, and COE; (3) purchase and fencing of
any off-site replacement habitat; and (4) monitoring (until habitat becomes I
well established) of any replacement wetlands required to determine the
effectiveness of replacement and any remedial measures necessary.
Avoidance of indirect disturbance could include controlling runoff from I
construction sites into drainages through use of berms, silt curtains, straw
bales, and other appropriate techniques. Equipment could be washed in
areas where wash water could be contained, treated, or evaporated.

Avoidance of direct and indirect impacts to wetlands would be 100 percent
effective in protecting these habitats. Controlling runoff of pollutants to I
wetlands can be accomplished with existing techniques, but monitoring is

necessary to ensure that the measures are employed correctly. Creation of

compensation wetland habitat (either on- or off-site) can have varying I
success in mitigating wetland loss.

4.4.5.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Construction/demolition and
operation activities would affect biological resources as described for the
Proposed Action. The area disturbed under this alternative is shown in
Table 2.3-2.

Vegetation. The amount of vegetation, particularly landscaping, lost or

disturbed in this alternative would be somewhat less than for the Proposed
Action because more facilities would be reused rather than demolished and
replaced. As with the Proposed Action, approximately 11 acres of alluvial
scrub could be lost due to airfield, golf course, and industrial development,
and 1 acre of wetland vegetation could be lost to aviation support
development during the first phase of development. Development would
directly impact 351 acres of weedy vegetation, and the remainder would be 3
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in previously disturbed or landscaped areas. Loss of mature oak trees and
other landscape vegetation would be less than for the Proposed Action and
would occur primarily in the OIP and warehousing areas during the first two
phases of development. The types of vegetation disturbed in ach project
phase ar shown in Table 4.4-22.

I
Table 4.4-22. Direct Impacts of th Airport with Mixed Use Alternative on Vegetation

Acres of Impact
Habitat 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Native Vegetation w 12 0 0 12

Weedy Vegetation 135 155 61 351
Previously Disturbed 135 110 66 311
Total 282 265 127 674

Note: (a) Inaludee wetland vegetation and Rivenigden duvial fen gage sonib.
(b) Includ. lendWacped. develped (buiding. and pavement). end bWren mew.

Wildlife. Effects of habitat alteration and loss on wildlife would be as
described for the Proposed Action, but the area directly affected would be
about 40 acres less. The ares that would be fragmented, however, would
be increased by about 40 acres.

Noise and activity effects would be less than for the Proposed Action
because of less construction and greater reuse of existing buildings. Airport
operation would have about the same level of effect on wildlife as described
for the Proposed Action.

i Threatened and Endangered Species. Impacts on listed and other sensitive
species would be as described for the Proposed Action.

I Sensitive Habitats. Impacts would be as described for the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be as described for the
Proposed Action, but the Norton AFB reuse would contribute slightly less
loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures would be the same as described
for the Proposed Action.

4.4.5.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. Demolition, construction,
and operations activities for aviation, industrial, commercial, and residential
development would affect biological resources as described for the ProposedI Action. Aggregate mining would result in vegetation and habitat loss, noise
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disturbance, mnd a permanent alteration of habitat, including loss of habitat
for the Santa Ana River woolly-star. The are to be disturbed is indicated in
Table 2.3-6.

Vegetation. The total amount of vegetation lost or disturbed under this
alternative would be slightly less than for the Proposed Action. A total of
about 40 acres of alluvial scrub and 7 acres of weland vegetation could be 3
lost due to aooregaet mining and warehouse development, respectively.
This represents about 66 percent of the native vegetation on base. The loss
of native vegetation would be adverse because thes plan commnunites are
of limited distribution. In addition, approximately 434 acres of weedy
vegetation would be directly affected by development within various land
use areas, which Is about 45 percent of that type of vegetation on base.
The remainder of the development would be in previously disturbed or
landscaped areas. The disturbance would be spread over three phases, as
described in Table 4.4-23. I

Table 4.4-23. Direct Impacts of the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative on Vegetationm

Acres of Impact

Habitat 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Native Vegetation 12 0 35 47

Weedy Vegetation 163 133 138 434

Previously Disturbed N 131 143 50 324 3
Total 306 276 223 805

Notes: (a) Includes wetland vegetation and Riveolideen aluvid fen sage sofub.
(b) Includes lndscaped, develoed (buildings and pIVment), and barren aos..

Eleven acres of alluvial scrub could be lost due to aggregate mining (5 acres)
and industrial development (6 acres) in the first phase of development. One
acre of wetland vegetation in the drainage channel could also be lost due to
warehouse development in the first phase. Another 29 acres of scrub

would be lost between 2005 and 2015 due to mining. This includes 8 acres
in the northeast part of the base and 21 acres in the Santa Ana Wash. In
addition, 6 acres of wetland and riparian vegetation would be lost to mining
in the Santa Ana Wash. Loss of mature oak trees due to OIP and
warehouse development would be less than for the Proposed Action and
would occur primarily in the first two development phases. 3
Wldlfe

Habitat Alteration and Loss. Effects of habitat alteration and loss of wildlife I
for most of the base would be as described for the Proposed Action, but the
are directly affected would be about 79 acres more. About 47 acres of
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Ihabitat lost would be relatively undisturbed native vegetation that has a

much higher value to wildlife than weedy vegetation. Aggregate mining in
the Santa Ana Wash would result in the loss of approximately 20 acres of
habitat for the San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat, burrowing owl, and
various species of reptiles, small mammals, and birds.

NoiseiActivity. Noise and activity effects in the western part of the base
would be as described for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Airport
operation would have less noise effects on wildlife than any of the other
aviation alternatives because of the reduced flight activity and associated
noise. In the areas to be mined, however, noise effects would be greater
and could affect species in the Santa Ana Wash by causing them to avoid
the area for the duration of the disturbance. Use of settling ponds for
aggregate processing may attract water-associated birds, particularly ducks
that like to rest on still waters, providing a temporary habitat. The potential
hazard of such birds to aircraft safety could be reduced by various methods
to discourage the birds from using the ponds. Impacts of these methods on
bird populations, however, would be minimal.

I Threatened and Endangered Species. iUsted and candidate species that
could be affected by this alternative include the Santa Ana River woolly-
star, Los Angeles little pocket mouse, San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo
rat, loggerhead shrike, Swainson's hawk, greenest tiger beetle, San Diego
homed lizard, orange-throated whiptail, and slender-homed spineflower.
Approximately 1 11 acres of habitat for the Santa Ana River woolly-star
would be lost during aggregate mining, 21 acres of which would be in the
wash. An additional 22 acres would be lost due to golf course and
industrial development. This represents almost half of the habitat on base.
Developments would affect 473 acres of foraging habitat for Swainson's
hawks and year-round habitat for the burrowing owl and loggerhead shrike.
This is 47 percent of the available habitat on base. Loss of scrub habitat
(40 acres) would affect the Los Angeles little pocket mouse and San
Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat. This would be 63 percent of the
available habitat on base. Twenty-one of the 40 acres are in the Santa Ana
Wash.

Under general state or private lands, the protection of endangered species is
delegated to the USFWS and the CDFG. In addition to the NEPA and CEQA,
these agencies follow specific codes and regulations that delineate the
respective agency's responsibility for natural resources in their jurisdiction.I The codes and regulations include specific policies on fines and permits for
the take of protected plants and animals. Take of the Santa Ana River
woolly star requires permitting in compliance with Section 2081 of the

I California Fish and Game Code and Sections 7, 9, and 10 of the Endangered
Species Act. These regulations afford protection to threatened and

I endangered plants and animals outside of federal lands.
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Sensitive Habitats. Aggregate mining would result in the loss of 8 acres of
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub between the years 2005 and 2015.
Combined with the 5 acres lost in undeveloped open area during the first
phase of airfield construction and the 6 acres lost to golf course
development as described in the Proposed Action, this would bring the total
to 19 acres lost. In addition, 21 acres of scrub in the Santa Ana Wash
would be lost due to mining. One acre of wetland in the drainage ditch
would be lost as described in the Proposed Action with another 6 acres of I
wetland and riparian habitat lost in the Santa Ana Wash to mining along the
low-flow channel. This channel would need to be relocated during the
mining operations to allow storm flows to pass, and the new channel would
then develop wetland and riparian vegetation over time, thereby eventually
replacing the loss. 3
Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be as described for the
Proposed Action, but a slightly greater habitat loss for vegetation, wildlife,
and sensitive species would occur as a result of this alternative. U
Mitigation Measures. Measures described for the Proposed Action would

also apply to this alternative. Some aggregate mining impacts would be I
unavoidable. Mitigation measures would be needed to offset the temporary
loss of wetland and riparian habitat along the Santa Ana River channel.
Consultation with USFWS and COFG would be required and an Habitat I
Conservation Plan would probably be required for aggregate mining impacts
to threatened and endangered species.

As a mitigation, the Air Force could require the project proponent to conduct
mining operations in a manner that would avoid or minimize impacts to the
wetlands' quality or ability to survive. The technological or economic I
feasibility of conducting aggregate mining operations in this manner will
depend on feasibility studies and actual mining plans submitted by the
proponent. Additionally, the proponent may offer to compensate for any
lost wetlands by restoring or creating similar quality wetlands on property
reclaimed after completion of mining operations. Under Section 4 of EO
11990, the Air Force has the authority to attach appropriate land use 3
restrictions in conveyance documents pertaining to leased or disposed
wetlands property. These restrictions could require the property recipient to
accomplish feasibility studies and mitigations necessary to offset or 3
minimize wetland losses.

4.4.5.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. Construction and demolition activities
associated with the Non-Aviation Alternative, particularly residential
development, would result in a greater loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat
than for the Proposed Action. Habitat for the Santa Ana River woolly-star
and other sensitive species would be included in this loss. Noise and
pollutants from construction would have short-term effects on biological
resources, while effects of increased human population and runoff of i
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I pollutants from developed areas would be long term. Disturbance during the

20-year study period is shown in Table 2.3-10.

I Vegetation. Demolition of existing airfield and related facilities and
construction of new commercial/industrial facilities and residential units
would result in a loss of 21 acres of native vegetation, or about 30 percent
of the native vegetation on base, and 901 acres of weedy vegetation or
95 percent of the available weedy vegetation on base. The remainder of the
development would be in previously disturbed or landscaped areas.

I Disturbance by phases is shown in Table 4.4-24.

Table 4.4-24. Direct Impacts of the Non-Aviation Alternative on Vegetation

Acres of Impact

Habitat 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2015 Total

Native Vegetation 11 20 0 1 21

Weedy Vegetation 315 295 290 900

Previously Disturbed ' 163 209 294 666

Total 498 504 585 1,587

Notes: (a) Includes wetland vegetation end Riversidean alluvial fen sage scrub.
(b) Includes landscaped, developed (buildings and pavement), and barren areas.

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be lost in the first phase of
residential development. One acre of wetland would be affected somewhat
in each phase due to warehouse development. Impacts on mature trees and
other landscape vegetation would be similar in type and amount as
described for the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. Development of
residential units adjacent to the Santa Ana River would increase indirect

impacts of human activity on native vegetation associated with the river, as
discussed below under Sensitive Habitats.

Wildlife. Impacts of habitat alteration and loss on wildlife would be as

described for the Proposed Action but greater in extent because
approximately 900 acres of weedy vegetation habitat would be lost.
Construction noise and activity would have short-term impacts on wildlife,
while secondary effects resulting from an increase in the human population
adjacent to the river would be long term. Secondary effects on wildlife
include predation by domestic cats and dogs, capture and handling by
humans (particularly of lizards and snakes), and use of off-road vehicles and
mountain bikes.

Threatened and Endangered Species. Habitats of threatened and
endangered species that would be affected by this alternative include the
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loss of 172 acres of woolly-star habitat; 913 acres of foraging area for
Swainson's hawk, burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike; and 20 acres of
scrub habitat for the Los Angeles little pocket mouse and San Bernardino
Merriam's kangaroo rat due to residential development. This represents
about 67 percent of the woolly-star habitat on base; 90 percent of the
foraging area for Swainson's hawk, burrowing owl, and loggerhead shrike;
and 31 percent of the Los Angeles little pocket mouse and San Bernardino
Merriam's kangaroo rat habitat on base. Increasing the human population
adjacent to habitat for sensitive species would result in secondary effects to
these species, as well as to greenest tiger beetle, San Diego horned lizard,
orange-throated whiptail, and slender-horned spineflower.

Sensitive Habitats. Impacts on wetlands and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub would be the same as described for the Proposed Action, except
9 acres more of scrub would be lost.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would be as described for the I
Proposed Action, but a greater habitat loss for vegetation, wildlife, and

sensitive species would occur as a result of this alternative.

Mitigation Measures. Measures described for the Proposed Action would

also apply to this alternative. I
4.4.5.5 Other Land Use Concepts. Impacts of each land use concept on
biological resources are evaluated on an overlay on the existing land use
plans for each alternative and would be additive to impacts already I
described for those alternatives.

U.S. Department of Interior. This conveyance would result in additional
impacts to biological resources if trails or other facilities were constructed in
the open area east of the golf course.

U.S. Department of Agriculture. Impacts to biological resources would be
negligible because construction would be minimal or in areas of previously

disturbed habitat.

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. No impacts to biological resources

would result from the transfer of the clinic because new construction, if I
any, would be limited to minor renovation that would not affect any
habitats.

U.S. Department of Education. Impacts to biological resources are expected
to be negligible because existing facilities would be used.

McKinney Act Housing. This proposal would result in no impacts to
biological resources because renovations would be minor and in previously
disturbed habitats. 5
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U.S. Postal Service. Because this reuse would not involve new
construction, no impacts to biological resources are anticipated.

San Bernardino County. No impacts to biological resources would result
from this action because new construction would be limited to minor
renovation In previously disturbed areas.

Aggregate Mining. An aggregate mining use in combination with the
Proposed Action would affect 247 acres at the eastern end of the base and

the area southeast of the runway, including about 27 acres of the Santa
Ana Wash. Most of this area to be mined contains weedy vegetation

(208 acres); the remainder consists of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
(21 acres in the river and 8 acres in the airfield), riparian and wetland
vegetation (6 acres in the river), and disturbed area (4 acres in the airfield).
Mining would increase the loss of weedy vegetation by about 191 acres.
The loss of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be increased by 29
acres, and another 6 acres of wetland/riparian vegetation would be lost.
The losses of native vegetation would be adverse because these plant
communities are of limited distribution.

Aggregate mining would increase the loss of wildlife habitat by about
226 acres, with about 29 acres of this being relatively undisturbed native
vegetation that has a much higher value to wildlife than weedy vegetation.
Noise associated with aggregate mining would add to that from other

activities and could adversely affect some species of animals inhabiting the
river wash adjacent to the base by causing them to avoid the area for the
duration of the disturbance. Use of settling ponds for aggregate processing
may attract water-associated birds, particularly ducks that like to rest on still

waters, by providing a temporary habitat. Since these would be located
near the end of the runway, various methods to discourage the birds from

using the ponds would likely be employed. Impacts of these methods on
bird populations, however, would be minimal. Impacts on wildlife due to
aggregate mining are also described in the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative.

Aggregate mining would increase habitat loss for the endangered Santa Ana
River woolly-star by 215 acres and for the candidate Los Angeles little

pocket mouse and San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat by 29 acres
(21 acres for all three in the river wash). Foraging habitat for Swainson's

hawk (state listed as threatened), the loggerhead shrike (candidate forUfederal listing), and nesting habitat for the burrowing owl (state species of
special concern) would be reduced by 220 acres. Additional species that

could be adversely affected by mining in the river wash include the greenest
tiger beetle, San Diego homed lizard, orange-throated whiptail, and slender-
homed spineflower.
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Aggregate mining in the Santa Ana Wash would remove about 6 acres of
wetland and associated riparian habitat along the low-flow channel. Impacts
to this sensitive habitat would be as described for the Aircraft Maintenance
Center Alternative.

In combination with the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, the impacts of
aggregate mining would be the same as those described in combination with
the Proposed Action. An aggregate mining land use is already Included In
the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. With the Non-Aviation
Alternative, the mining would result in loss of 25 additional acres of native
vegetation (including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub and wetland
vegetation) and 17 additional acres of woody vegetation. Approximately 36

additional acres of woolly-star habitat, 17 additional acres of foraging area
for Swainson's hawk and habitat for the burrowing owl and loggerhead
shrike, and 29 additional acres of habitat for the Los Angeles little pocket
mouse and San Bernardino Merriam's kangaroo rat would be lost, compared
to the Non-Aviation Alternative without mining. Mining in the river wash
would result in a loss of 21 acres of potential habitat for the slender-horned

spineflower, greenest tiger beetle, Son Diego horned lizard, and orange-
throated whiptail. Impacts from noise and mining activity would be similar
to those described for mining in combination with the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts with other land use concepts I
would be as described for the Proposed Action and alternatives. Aggregate
mining in conjunction with reuse plans would increase the loss of vegetation

and wildlife habitat, especially those associated with the Santa Ana Wash.

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described for the Proposed
Action could apply to other land use concepts. Mitigation measures would I
be needed to offset the temporary loss of wetland and riparian habitat along

the Santa Ana River channel if aggregate mining were conducted in the
Santa Ana Wash.

4.4.5.6 No-Action Alternative. Maintenance of the base under the DMT
would have beneficial effects on biological resources. A reduction in human

activity and a cessation of aircraft flights would reduce disturbance
(particularly by noise) to wildlife on and in the vicinity of the base. Habitat
quality for many native wildlife species would improve if mowing of
nonlandscaped areas were terminated, thereby allowing vegetation to grow
to its natural height. Native scrub may eventually recolonize the area. It is
assumed that irrigation in the officer housing area to be retained by the Air
Force would continue, thereby providing water to the small wetland in the

drainage ditch south of the housing area.

Cumulative Impacts. The No-Action Alternative would not add to

cumulative impacts on biological resources in the area.

I
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Mitigation Masures. No mitigation measures would be required.

4.4.6 Cultural Resources

Consultation, as required by Section 106 of the NHPA, has been completed
with the SHPO concerning the disposal and reuse of Norton AFB.
Concurrence was reached between the SHPO and the Air Force on the
determination that no historic properties existed within the boundaries of
Norton AFB (letter dated April 13, 1992).

The architectural inventory and evaluation of Norton AFB is complete, and
AMC Headquarters (LEV) forwarded the Historic American Buildings
Survey/Historic American Engineering Record inventory cards to the COE
Construction Engineering Research Laboratory. The California SHPO has
concurred in the Tetra Tech (1991) findings that the Norton World War II3 structures are not eligible for the National Register.

4.4.6.1 Proposed Action. Because there are no significant historic
properties or paleontological resources on base, reuse activities will not
affect cultural resources. Furthermore, no concern was expressed by Native
Americans when consulted regarding reuse activities on base. Therefore,
reuse activities would not affect Native American resources.

Under the Proposed Action, all buildings constructed prior to 1980 would be
demolished, modified, or retrofitted. Since these have been determined r.ot
eligible for the National Register, these impacts will not be adverse.

Secondary impacts from the Proposed Action on off-base areas include
those caused by road improvements (upgrading of Mill, Third, and Fifth
streets) and new construction resulting from regional population growth.
These activities have a potential for adversely affecting cultural resources.

CEQA provisions for the consideration of cultural resources prior to any
ground disturbance would apply to these projects.

Noise impacts to historic buildings off base are expected to be insignificant.
The noisiest aircraft in the Proposed Action would be the 727-200. To be

affected structurally by subsonic vibrations caused by this aircraft, a
building would have to be located within 150 feet of the aircraft (or within
50 feet of the runway pavement) and the noise would have to reach a level
of 120 dB. No buildings exist within 50 feet of the runway.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are anticipated in association
with the implementation of the Proposed Action.

Mitigation Measures. Cultural resource investigations would be required
under CEQA for projects on off-base areas. Secondary impacts could thus
be eliminated or reduced to a non-adverse level.
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4.4.6.2 Airport with Mixed Use Alternative. This alternative is similar to
the Proposed Action, but emphasizes greater reuse of existing facilities.
Impacts to cultural resources would be Identical to those discussed for the

Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts ae anticipated in association
with the implementation of the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative.

Mitigation Measures. Appropriate mitigation measures are the same as

those outlined for the Proposed Action.

4.4.6.3 Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. Potential impacts to

cultural resources would be identical to those for the Proposed Action.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are anticipated in association
with the implementation of this alternative.

Mitigation Measures. Appropriate mitigation measures are the same as

those outlined for the Proposed Action.

4.4.6.4 Non-Aviation Alternative. Impacts to cultural resources would be

the same as for the Proposed Action. I
Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are anticipated in association
with the implementation of the Non-Aviation Alternative. 3
Mitigation Measures. Appropriate mitigation measures are the same as

those outlined for the Proposed Action.

4.4.6.5 Other Land Use Concepts. None of the proposed plans identified

as other land use concepts would have an impact on cultural resources.

4.4.6.6 No-Action Alternative. Since there are no significant cultural
resources on base, there would be no adverse effect resulting from
implementation of the No-Action Alternative.

Cumulative Impacts. No cumulative impacts are anticipated in association

with the No-Action Alternative.

Mitigation Measures. No mitigation measures would be required under this

alternative.

4.5 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of
nonrenewable resources and the effects that use of these resources will
have on future generations. Irreversible effects primarily result from use or 5
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3 destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be

replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irretrievable resource
commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot3be restored as a result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or
endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural site).

Reuse activities at Norton AFB would result in irretrievable commitment of
fossil fuels and construction materials under any alternative. Increased
water consumption should not cause any irretrievable commitments, as long
as safe yield levels are maintained and alternate sources are used to
supplement local groundwater resources. Impacts on the endangered Santa
Ana River woolly-star could be irreversible if they adversely affect that
species' existence. Mining in the Santa Ana Wash could result in
irreversible impacts to both the endangered Santa Ana River woolly-star and
the candidate Los Angeles pocket mouse.

1 4.6 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY OF THE
ENVIRONMENT

I Short-term use of the biophysical components of the human environment
include direct construction-related disturbances and direct impacts
associated with an increase in population and activity. Long-term
productivity of the environment is assessed in terms of impacts that would
extend beyond the 20-year analysis period and include permanent resource

i loss.

Construction activities would result in short-term use of construction
materials (including natural materials used in construction), increased water
consumption, and an increase in fuel consumed by construction vehicles and
equipment. This would reduce the long-term availability of these resources,
particularly nonrenewable resources, to a minor degree. In addition,
construction would result in short-term adverse impacts on local air quality,
soil, vegetation, and wildlife habitat. With the exception of the vegetation
and habitat loss, most of these impacts are mitigable or reversible, and the
impacts would subside after construction is complete. Loss of native
vegetation, in particular, is difficult to replace, even if the disturbance is
temporary. Mitigation measures, such as replanting vegetation, could be
implemented to reduce the overall impacts to thes resources in the long

term. Aggregate mining in the Santa Ana Wash could have short-term
impacts on the river channel, bank erosion, and downstream sedimentation.
Adequate regulatory controls exist to preclude the short-term use from

adversely affecting the long-term viability of the river or the flood zone.

Reuse of Norton AFB in itself provides an opportunity for recycling,
extending, and enhancing the productivity of base resources. The Proposed
Action and alternatives would provide a productive use of the property
expected to endure into the long term. Because Norton AFB is already
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substantially developed, redevelopment proposals involving built-up areas 3
would not adversely affect the long-term productivity of those lands.
Undeveloped portions of the base have potential for long-term productivity
as habitat for a variety of species. This productivity could be lost as a result
of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Loss of wetland areas could have
long-term consequences if the habitat is not replaced.

Short-term mining of aggregate resources on base under the Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative or as an independent land use overlay would
eliminate the long-term availability of those resources. Conversely,
developing over deposits of aggregate resources would result in a long-term, ,
and potentially permanent, loss of those resources for extraction,
particularly under the Non-Aviation Alternative. Aggregate mining is
primarily an economic resource, however, and the effects would be more
than offset by the economic benefits of redevelopment of Norton AFB. The
IRP could have an impact on the long-term accessibility of aggregate
resources underlying the old landfill site. Constraints on the redevelopment I
capability of IRP sites such as the landfill could also limit the long-term
productivity of the affected land, depending on the remedial action selected. i

Redevelopment of Norton AFB could also indirectly affect the long-term
ability of resources in the region, including land, water, utilities, and earth
resources, to sustain the population growth. To the extent that reuse of the I
base would be growth inducing and increase population in-migration, it
could affect the long-term absorption capacity of the region. However, the
growth-inducing impact of base redevelopment would be modest in I
comparison with other factors influencing the region's growth. For
example, by the year 2015, the Proposed Action is projected to increase the
population of the San Bemardino-Riverside county region by about I
1.3 percent. SCAG has projected a 54-percent increase in the population of
the two-county region by the year 2010 (SCAG, 1989). At that time, the
Proposed Action's influence would be about 1.2 percent. These figures I
indicate that the Proposed Action and any of the alternatives would fit

within the planned long-term absorption capacity of the region's resources.

4I
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I 5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

SThe federal, am, and local agencies and private agencies/orpviezations that were contacted
during the course of preparing this EIS are listed below.

-I FEDERAL AGENCIES

3 Federal Aviation Administration
Environmental Protection Agency

National Solid Waste Management Association

United States Air Force, March AFB
United States Air Force, Norton AFB

United States Army Corps of Engineers

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service
United States Bureau of Mines
United States Department of Education
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service
United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons

United States Department of Transportation
United States Department of Veterans Affairs3- United States Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Postal Service

STATE AGENCIES

California Department of Airports
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

California Department of Health and Safety, Public Water Supply
California Department of Health Services

California Department of Parks and Recreation

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
California Department of Water Resources
California Division of Mines and Geology

California Environmental Protection Agency

California Native American Heritage Commission

California State University, Planning Department
State Office of Historic Preservation, San Bernardino Information Center
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LOCAL/RE WONAL AGENCIES 1

City of Colton
City of Highland
City of Loma Unda
City of Redlands 5
City of Redlands Water Department
City of San Bernardino

City of San Bernardino Fire Department
City of San Bernardino Planning Department
City of San Bernardino Public Works Department
City of San Bernardino Water Department Water Reclamation Plant
East Valley Water District
Inland Empire Economic Council I
Inland Valley Development Agency
Redlands Municipal Airport
Rialto Municipal Airport
Riverside Municipal Airport

San Bernardino Associated Governments I
San Bernardino County

San Bernardino County Air Pollution Control District
San Bernardino County Department of Environmental Health Services I
San Bernardino County Regional Parks Department

San Bernardino County Solid Waste Planning and Recycling 5
San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Southern California Association of Governments I

PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS

Camp, Dresser, McKee, Inc. 1
Flabob Airport, Manager

Uvingston-Graham, Inc.
P&D Technologies
Schmuecker/Aeroz, Brian Schmuecker, Washington, DC

Southern California Edison Company 1
Southern California Gas Corporation
Tetra Tech, Inc., David Carmichael 3
Tom Dodson and Associates

URS Consultants, Inc.
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6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS

W. David Ahlborn, Project Environmental Professional, The Earth Technology Corporation
B.A., 1980, Geography, California State University, San Bernardino
Years of Experience: 11

Raul Alonzo, Environmental Specialist, The Earth Technology Corporation
A.A., 1980, Graphic Arts, Santa Ana Community College, Santa Ana, California
Years of Experience: 14

Thomas J. Bartol, Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Air Force, Director, Environmental Division, AFRCE-
BMS/DEV

B.S., 1972, Civil Engineering, U.S. Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado
M.S., 1980, Management, Purdue University, West Lafayette, Indiana
Yews of Experience: 19

Gary P. Baumgartel, Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Air Force, P.E., Chief, AFCEE/ESE
B.S., 1972, Science Degree in Civil Engineering, Lowell Technological Institute, Lowell,

Massachusetts
M.S., 1979, Facilities Management, Air Force Institute of Technology, School of Systems and

Logistics, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio
Years of Experience: 20

Nancy W. Beisser, Technical Editor, Science Applications International Corporation
B.A., 1974, Human Development, California State University, Hayward
Years of Experience: 10

Robin M. Brandin, Senior Program Manager, Science Applications International Corporation
B.A., 1971, History of Art, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania
M.C.R.P., 1974, City and Regional Planning, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey
Years of Experience: 17

Jon A. Ciarestta, Senior Technical Research Assistant, Acentech, Inc.
B.A., 1987, Psychology, California State University, Northridge
M.S., 1990, Experimental Psychology, California State University, Northridge
Years of Experience: 3

Dale Clark, Captain, U.S. Air Force, Environmental Project Officer, AFRCE-BMS/DEVE
B.S., 1982, Civil Engineering, Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama
M.S., 1989, Civil Engineering, North Carolina State University, Raleigh
Years of Experience: 10

Douglas E. Cover, Senior Air Quality Program Manager, Science Applications International
Corporation

B.S., 1976, Meteorology, Pennsylvania State University, University Park
Years of Experience: 15
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Sandra Lee Cuttin, P.E., Environmental Manager, The Earth Technology Corporation 3

B.S., 1979, Civil Engineering, University of California, Davis
Year of Experience: 14

Steven K. Daneke, Chief, Environmental Compliance Branch, 63 MAW/EMO, U.S. Air Force
B.S., 1978, Civil Engineering. University of Texas, Austin
Years of Experience: 13 £

Paul J. Davis, Deputy Program Manager, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc.
B.S., 1978, Environmental Science, University of California, Riverside,
M.Admin., 1984, Environmental Administration, University of California, Riverside, U
Years of Experience: 13

Carol L. Duecker, Base Manager, The Earth Technology Corporation 1
B.S., 1984, Geology, University of California, Santa Cruz
Years of Experience: 8 3

Gregory T. Duecker, Senior Project Environmental Specialist, The Earth Technology Corporation
B.A., 1982, Geology, Rutgers University, New Jersey
M.S., 1985, Geology, University of California, Riverside 1
Years of Experience: 9

Mahmoud Y. Fawaz, Civil/Transportation Engineer, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc. 1
B.S., 1970, Civil Engineering, St. Joseph University, Beirut, Lebanon
M.S., 1970, Physics, Center of Mathematics, Beirut, Lebanon
M.S., 1971, Transportation, University of California, Berkeley 1
Ph.D., 1974, Transportation, University of California, Berkeley
Years of Experience: 17

Peter Figurs, Biologist, Science Applications International Corporation
B.A., 1990, Environmental Science, Claremont McKenna College, Claremont, California
Years of Experience: 2 3

Nathan Gale, Resource Studies Manager, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc.
B.A., 1978, Middle Eastern Studies, University of California, Santa Barbara
M.A., 1979, Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara
Ph.D., 1985, Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara
Years of Experience: 11

John A. Gill, Staff Biologist, AFRCE-BMS/DEVE
B.S., 1967, Wildlife Management, Oregon State University, Corvallis
M.S., 1969, Wildlife Management, Oregon State University, Corvallis I
Years of Experience: 18

Aaron Goldschmidt, Environmental Analyst, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc. 3
B.A., 1984, Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara
M.A., 1987, Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara
Years of Experience: 6 l
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Suaan Goodin, Environmental Planner. Science Applications International Corporation
B.A.. 1974. Ethics/Archaeology, University of Cape Town, South Africa
M. Architecture. 1988, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque
Years of Experience: 5

Larry Gorenflo, Regional Systems Analyst, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc.
M.A., 1981, Anthropology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Ph.D., 1985, Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara
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Robert D. Niehaus. Principal Economist, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc. 3
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B.S., 1969, Engineering Science, Iowa State University, Ames
Years of Experience: 22 I

Karen Pope, Biologist, Science Applications International Corporation
B.A., 1990, Environmental Science, Claremont McKenna College, Claremont, California
Years of Experience: 2

James L. Rudolph, Archaeologist, Science Applications International Corporation I
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B.S., 1987, Chemical Engineering, University of California, Los Angeles I
Years of Experience: 5

Robert M. Silsbee, Economic Analyst, Robert D. Niehaus, Inc. I
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M.C.R.P., 1980, City and Regional Planning, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts
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Research Certificate, 1976, London School of Economics and Political Science,
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M.A., 1978, Business Administration, University of Guam
Ph.D., 1985, Economics (Resource and Agriculture), University of Hawaii, Oahu
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U.S. Air Force, 1990c. Base Tab E-3, Master Plan Approach and Departure Zone Obstructions
Beyond 10,000 feet, MAC, May 1983 (revised 1989,1990).

U.S. Air Force, 1990d. Community Relations Plan for Norton Air Force Base Installation3 Restoration Proaram..9emedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. 63 CES, April.

U.S. Air Force, 1990e. Final Environmental Imoact Statement for the Closure of Norton Air Force

3 iBase. California, July.

U.S. Air Force, 1990f. G-Tab Map Series, Water Supply System, October.

3 U.S. Air Force, 1990g. G-Tab Map Series, Natural Gas Distribution System, October.

U.S. Air Force, 1990h. G-Tab Map Series, Electrical Distribution System, October.

U.S. Air Force, 1990i. G-Tab Map Series, Central Heating and Cooling System, October.

3 U.S. Air Force, 1990j. G-Tab Map Series, Sanitary Sewerage System, October.

U.S. Air Force, 1990k. Natural Resources Plan Norton Air Force Base, California.

U.S. Air Force, 1991a. Final Environmental Imoact Statement. Realionment of March AFB.

California.

I U.S. Air Force, 1991 b. Final Environmental Impact Statement, Disoosal and Reuse of Chanute

AFB. Illinois. July.

U.S. Air Force, 1991c. Oil and Hazardous Substance Soill Prevention and Resoonse Plan. 63rd Air
eueg Wi June.
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U.S. Air Force, 1992s. Hazardous Waste Management Plan, 63 MAW SPLAN 019-91. 1
U.S. Air Force, 1992b. Final Environmental Impact Statement. Disposal and Reuse of Georae AFB.

Clforni March. 3
U.S. Air Force, undated. Infrastructure Checklist: Water/Wastewater NYG, MAC OPR.

U.S. Air Force and Blake Publishing Company, 1990. The Inland Empire Salutes Norton AFB, I
Norton AFB Public Affairs Office.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1988. Main and Suoolemental Environmental Imoact Statement. ,
Santa Ann River Design Memorandum #1. Phase 2. GDM on the Santa Ana River Mainstem
includina Santiaao Creek. Los Anoeles District, August. 3

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981. Housing Units Authorized by Building Permits and Public
Contracts: Annual 1980, Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991. 1990 Census of Population and Housing. Summary Tape File 1.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, Suitland, Maryland.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1988. Soil Conservation Service (soil map).

U.S. Department of Commerce, 1991. Sectional Aeronautical Chart (Los Angeles) January. 1
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 1978. Upland Visual Resource Inventory

and Evaluation, USDI Manual 8411. I
U.S. Department of Transportation, 1980. Guidelines for Considering Noise in Land Use Planning

and Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, June. I
U.S. Department of Transportation, FAA, and U.S. Air Force, 1988. Microcomputer Air Pollution

Model for Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases - User Guide, issued August 1988, document
#FAA-EE-886/ESL-TR 88-54.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971. Air Quality Criteria for Oxides, AP-84, Research 3
Triangle Park, North Carolina.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1974. Information on Levels of Environmental Noise 3
Reouisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adeauate Margin of Safety EPA
Publication No. 550/9-74-004, Washington, DC, March.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1985. AP-42. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission
Factors. Volume I. Stationary Point and Area Sources, Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, September. 3
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3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1990. Guideline on Air Quality Models (Revised). includino

Suonlements A and B. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, EPA-450/2-78-027R,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1990. Plannina Aid Reoort. Biolooical Resources - Norton Air Force
Baslosur, Laguna Niguel Office, California.

I U.S. Forest Service, 1977. National Forest Landscape Management: The Visual Management
System.

i USFWS, see U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1967a (photorevised 1980). Sen Bernardino South, California,
Topographic map, scale 1:24,000.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1967b (photorevised 1988). Harrison Mountain, California, Topographic
map, Scale 1:24,000.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1967c (photorevised 1988). Redlands, California, Topographic map, Scale
1:24,000.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1967d (photorevised 1988). Sen Bernardino North, California,
Topographic map, Scale 1:24,000.

3 U.S. Geological Survey, 1974. Hydrologic Unit Map 1974, State of California, Scale 1:500,000.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1980s. Harrison Mountain, California, 7.5 minute map.

3 U.S. Geological Survey, 1980b. Redlands, California, 7.5 minute map.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1980c. San Bernardino South, California, 7.5 minute map.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1980d. San Bernardino North, California, 7.5 minute map.

3 U.S. Geological Survey, 1982. Sen Bernardino California, 30 x 60 minute map.

U.S. Geological Survey, 1988. Probabilities of _Lrae Earthouakes Occurring in California on the
San Andreas Fault prepared by the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities,
Open-File Report 88-398.

3 USGS, see U.S. Geological Survey.

Western San Bernardino Watermaster, 1985. Well Location Map C5 on Basemap of U.S.G.S.
* 7.5-minute map.

Western Sen Bernardino Watermaster, 1990s. Annual Report of the Western San Bernardino3 Watermaster for Calendar Year 1989, August 1.
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I
Western San Bernardino Watermaster, 1990b Groundwater Surface Elevations of Wells Numbered

1S/4W-21Q3, 1 S/4W-29H 1, and 1 S/4W-29Q1 Located within the Colton Basin Area and
Riverside Basin Area in San Bernardino Cn,;a.ty through December 1989, August 1.

Woodruff, G.A., and W.Z. Brock, 1980. Soil Survey of San Bernardino County Southwestern Part. m
ui ifomia U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.

I
I
I
I
I
I
U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

7-14 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEISm

I



I

Im

I~m

I!
U
I

I

- CHAPTER 8
* INDEX



I

I 8.0 INDEX

* ~AB

Aboveground storage tanks 3-68, 3-73, 3-74, Ballistic Missile Organization (BMO) 2-2, 2-22,
3-77, 4-80, 4-82, 4-88, 4-90, 4-98 2-42, 2-44, 3-1, 3-7, 3-8, 3-14, 3-22, 4-2,

Accident Potential Zone (APZ) 3-22, 3-24, 4-7, 4-8. 4-13, 4-24
4-10 Base Closure and Realignment Act (BCRA)

Aerospace Audiovisual Service (AAVS) 3-14, 1-1, 1-3, 2-1, 2-2
3-25, 3-56, 3-68, 3-69, 3-73, 4-78, 4-80 Business park 4-9, 4-18, 4-20, 4-21

Aggregate mining 1-9, 1-10, 2-2. 2-24, 2-25,
2-27, 2-29, 2-30, 2-31, 2-42, 2-47, 2-51, C
2-52, 2-53, 2-54, 3-16, 3-25, 4-6, 4-12,
4-15, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22, 4-23, California Air Resources Board (CARB) 3-89,
4-25, 4-26, 4-43, 4-44, 4-53, 4-66, 4-68, 3-90, 3-91, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-103,
4-74, 4-85, 4-86, 4-88, 4-92, 4-97, 4-102, 4-127, 4-130, 4-142
4-104, 4-105, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-112, California Ambient Air Quality Standards
4-138, 4-139, 4-141, 4-144, 4-172, 4-181, (CAAOS) 3-89, 3-91, 3-95, 3-101, 4-113,
4-182, 4-183, 4-184, 4-187, 4-188, 4-191, 4-114, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-121, 4-123,

4-192 4-128, 4-130, 4-135, 4-137, 4-140
Air cargo 2-9. 2-11, 2-12, 2-44, 3-36, 3-38, California Clean Air Act (CCAA) 3-95, 3-96,

3-42, 4-33, 4-35, 4-36, 4-42, 4-47, 4-51, 4-114, 4-117, 4-118
4-55 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Air carrier 2-10, 2-11, 2-21, 3-42, 3-46, 4-35, 3-123, 4-129, 4-130, 4-183, 4-189
4-42 Carbon Monoxide (CO) 3-89, 3-91, 3-92,

Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) 3-94, 3-95, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-102,
3-22, 3-24, 3-109, 4-10 3-103, 4-116, 4-117, 4-123. 4-124, 4-127,

Air Mobility Command (AMC) 3-76, 4-189 4-130, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138,
Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142

3-38, 3-41, 3-44 Clear Zone (CZ) 3-22, 4-5, 4-10, 4-13, 4-16,
Air traffic control (ATC) 1-4, 3-37, 3-38, 4-20, 4-34

3-41, 3-44, 4-28, 4-29, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, Clinic 1-6, 2-22, 2-30, 2-35, 2-41, 3-14,
4-37, 4-42, 4-47, 4-48, 4-55 3-82, 4-24, 4-83, 4-85, 4-86, 4-88, 4-89,

Airport Layout Plan (ALP) 1-4 4-92, 4-96, 4-104, 4-155, 4-172, 4-186
Airport Master Plan 2-4, 2-9# 2-10, 4-29, 4-34 Commissary 2-22, 2-30, 2-35, 2-40, 3-14,
Airport Plan 1-4, 2-4, 2-6, 2-7, 2-9, 2-12, 3-25, 4-23

2-20, 2-27 Comprehensive Environmental Response,
AMTRAK 3-5, 3-46, 3-47, 4-29, 4-36, 4-42, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)

4-47, 4-51, 4-55 3-56, 3-61, 3-64, 3-65, 4-77
Area of Concentrated Study (ACS) 3-5, 3-7, Congestion 1-10, 3-5, 3-15, 3-28, 3-41, 3-42,

3-20, 4-2, 4-3, 4-5 3-44, 4-10, 4-36, 4-37, 4-43, 4-48, 4-51
Asbestos 1-12, 1-16, 2-14, 3-1, 3-21, 3-54, Council of Environmental Quality (CEO) 1-1,U 3-59, 3-74, 3-75, 4-76, 4-81, 4-82, 4-88, 1-9, 4-1

4-90, 4-92, 4-98

I
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Day-night average sound level (DNL) 3-22, Family housing 2-2. 2-23, 2-35, 2-44, 3-1,
3-24, 3-104, 3-106, 3-107, 3-109, 3-110, 3-7, 3-8, 4-2, 4-25
4-10, 4-12, 4-15, 4-19, 4-145, 4-146, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 1-4,
4-147, 4-148, 4-149, 4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 1-13, 2-9, 2-10, 2-12, 2-13, 2-20, 2-27,
4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-163, 4-164, 4-170, 2-29, 3-10, 3-24, 3-37, 3-38, 3-106,
4-171, 4-172, 4-173 3-107, 4-7, 4-10, 4-18, 4-28, 4-29, 4-33,

Defense Environmental Restoration Program 4-34, 4-35, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-43, 4-53,
(DERP) 3-61, 4-77 4-80, 4-101, 4-113, 4-129, 4-143, 4-145,

Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 4-147, 4-148, 4-154, 4-155, 4-158 I
(DRMO) 3-59, 3-61, 3-81, 4-97 Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)

Department of Defense (DOD) 1-4, 2-1, 3-5, 3-109, 4-148
3-61, 3-76, 3-78, 3-106, 4-76 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide

Department of Environmental Health Services Act (FIFRA) 3-76, 4-81, 4-82, 4-88, 4-90,
(DEHS) 3-57, 3-73, 3-74, 3-82 4-98

Development code 2-23, 3-21, 3-24, 3-27, Federal Property Management Regulation m
4-9, 4-10, 4-12, 4-14, 4-15, 4-17, 4-19, (FPMR) 1-1, 2-1
4-21, 4-24, 4-25, 4-100 Flight tracks 2-8, 2-19, 2-26, 3-42, 3-43,

Disposal management team (DMT) 2-43, 3-7, 3-44, 4-34, 4-42, 4-148, 4-149 m
3-36, 3-57, 3-59, 3-61, 3-66, 3-78, 4-2, Flight training 3-37, 4-13, 4-16
4-5, 4-54, 4-74, 4-75, 4-77, 4-88, 4-97, Flood 1-13, 2-9, 2-30, 2-45, 3-10, 3-11,
4-98, 4-112, 4-172, 4-188 3-16, 3-20, 3-21, 3-86, 3-87, 4-7, 4-16, I

Dust 1-7. 2-30, 2-31, 3-95, 3-104, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-26, 4-102, 4-105, 4-106,
4-18, 4-25, 4-66, 4-102, 4-112, 4-113, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111, 4-178, 4-191
4-114, 4-121, 4-127 Fungicide(s) 1-16, 3-76, 3-79 I

E G

East Valley Corridor Development Study George AFB 2-45, 3-7, 3-38, 3-41, 4-37,
(EVCDS) 2-45, 3-20, 3-21, 4-10 4-43, 4-48

East Valley Water District 3-49 Golf course 2-10, 2-14, 2-23, 2-27, 2-30, m
Electricity 2-16, 2-17, 2-24, 2-31, 2-32, 2-37, 2-35, 2-37, 2-43, 3-10, 3-15, 3-16, 3-22,

3-47, 3-54, 3-55, 4-57, 4-61, 4-63, 4-64, 3-24, 3-25, 3-66, 3-67, 3-68, 3-78, 3-87,
4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-70, 4-71, 4-74 3-113, 3-114, 3-115, 3-116, 3-121, 3-122,

Employment 1-2, 1-8, 2-4, 2-8, 2-15, 2-16, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-12, 4-13, 4-15, 4-20,
2-19, 2-23, 2-26, 2-31, 2-34, 2-36, 2-45, 4-22, 4-62, 4-66, 4-77, 4-80, 4-82, 4-83,
2-47, 3-1, 3-5, 3-7, 3-15, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-86, 4-89, 4-90, 4-92, 4-98, 4-170,
4-5, 4-6, 4-9, 4-55, 4-112, 4-113, 4-116 4-175, 4-179, 4-180, 4-183, 4184, 4-186

Endangered species 1-14, 3-109, 3-113, Groundwater 1-10, 2-29, 3-57, 3-61, 3-64,
3-116, 3-117, 4-175, 4-177, 4-178, 4-179, 3-66, 3-69, 3-85, 3-87, 3-88, 3-89, 3-121,
4-181, 4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-191 4-59, 4-64, 4-66, 4-69, 4-80, 4-96, 4-105,

4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111,
4-112, 4-191
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H Landscape 3-25, 3-114, 3-122, 4-7, 4-24,

4-55, 4-56, 4-59, 4-62, 4-68, 4-69, 4-175,
Habitat 1-6. 1-13, 2-44, 3-111, 3-113, 3-115, 4-181, 4-185

3-116, 3-117, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, Lead 3-3, 3-32, 3-41, 3-54, 3-81, 3-90, 3-91,
4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183, 3-94, 3-97, 3-101, 4-19, 4-54, 4-76, 4-98
4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-191, Level of Service (LOS) 3-28, 3-34, 3-36, 4-27,
4-192 4-28, 4-30, 4-33, 4-37, 4-38, 4-41, 4-43,

Herbicide(s) 3-60, 3-79, 3-103 4-44, 4-48, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54
Historic structures 1-7, 3-123, 3-124, 3-125
Homeless 1-15, 2-1, 2-41, 4-6. 4-24, 4-25, M

4-96
March AFB 1-11, 2-2, 3-7, 3-38, 3-44, 3-46,

1 3-61, 3-102, 4-37, 4-43, 4-48, 4-61
McKinney Act 1-15, 2-1, 2-41, 4-6, 4-24,

Infrastructure 2-2, 2-4, 2-13, 2-14, 3-47, 4-53, 4-73, 4-96, 4-104, 4-144, 4-172,
4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-64, 4-65, 4-66, 4-68, 4-186
4-72. 4-132 Medical 1-8, 1-16, 2-17, 2-18, 2-22, 2-25,

Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) 1-2, 2-30, 2-32, 2-35, 3-10, 3-14, 3-54, 3-82,
1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 2-1, 2-4, 2-7, 2-10, 3-83, 4-5, 4-14, 4-21, 4-75, 4-81, 4-83,
2-17, 3-10 4-85, 4-86, 4-88, 4-89, 4-92, 4-96, 4-98,

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 1-8, 4-135, 4-155
1-10. 1-11, 1-12, 3-1, 3-52, 3-57, 3-61, Munitions 3-8. 3-14, 4-7, 4-13, 4-20
3-62, 3-63, 3-64, 3-65, 3-66, 3-67, 3-68,
3-69, 3-72, 3-73, 4-75, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, N
4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-85, 4-86, 4-88,
4-90, 4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-96, 4-97, 4-98, National Ambient Air Ouality Standards
4-192 (NAAQS) 3-89, 3-91, 3-94, 3-95, 3-101,

Instrument flight rules (IFR) 3-37, 3-38, 3-41, 4-113, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118,
3-44, 4-28, 4-34, 4-35, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-121, 4-123, 4-128, 4-130, 4-135, 4-137,
4-47, 4-55 4-140

Instrument landing system (ILS) 2-9, 3-14, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
3-42, 3-44, 4-34, 4-42 Pollutants (NESHAP) 3-74, 4-82

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 1-1,
1-3, 1-4, 1-5, 1-9, 4-1, 4-183

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
Jobs 2-15, 2-23, 2-31, 2-36, 2-37, 2-40, 3-123, 4-189

2-41, 2-42, 245, 3-5, 3-7, 3-15, 3-16, National Park Service 1-6. 1-14, 2-7, 2-37,
3-21, 4-2, 4-3, 4-5, 4-9, 4-14, 4-21, 4-26, 2-40, 3-5, 4-92
4-52, 4-53, 4-55, 4-72 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) 3-87, 4-107, 4-109
L National Priorities List (NPL) 1-8, 3-61

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
Landfill 2-29, 2-30, 3-15, 3-25, 3-52, 3-53, 1-14, 3-123, 3-124

3-66, 3-67, 3-68, 4-16, 4-20, 4-60, 4-78, Native American 1-14, 3-123, 3-125, 4-189
4-85, 4-88, 4-90, 4-92, 4-192
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Natural gas 2-16, 2-17, 2-24, 2-32, 2-37, Population 1-7, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17, 2-23, 2-24,

3-47, 3-48, 3-50, 3-54, 3-55, 3-56, 4-56, 2-31, 2-32, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37, 2-45, 2-47,
4-57, 4-61, 4-63, 4-65, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 3-1, 3-7, 3-15, 3-20, 3-36, 3-46, 3-47,
4-70, 4-72, 4-74 3-49, 3-52, 3-55, 3-56, 3-91, 3-95, 3-96,

Natural Resource Conservation Area 2-44 3-102, 3-104, 3-123, 3-124, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3,
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 1-10, 3-91, 3-92, 3-95, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-9, 4-29, 4-36, 4-41, 4-42,

3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-44, 4-47, 4-51, 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-59,
4-119, 4-121, 4-135, 4-136, 4-138, 4-142 4-60, 4-62, 4-69, 4-72, 4-74, 4-112,

Nitrogen oxides (NO.) 1-10, 3-89, 3-91, 3-92, 4-113, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118,
3-95, 3-96, 3-103, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-136, 4-138, 4-142, 4-146, 4-148, 4-149,
4-118, 4-119, 4-121, 4-130, 4-135, 4-136, 4-163, 4-170, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-189,
4-138, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142 4-191, 4-192

Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI)
0 3-63

Public Law (P.L.) 1-15, 1-16, 2-1, 2-41
Occupational Safety and Health Administration

(OSHA) 3-57, 3-74, 4-76 R I
Ontario International Airport 2-44, 3-3, 3-38,

3-42, 3-46, 4-36, 4-43, 4-47 Radar 1-4, 3-38, 3-42, 3-44, 4-28, 4-34,

Ozone (03) 3-89, 3-95, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 4-35, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-47, 4-48, 4-55 I
4-114, 4-117, 4-121, 4-135, 4-136, 4-138, Radon Assessrrent and Mitigation Program
4-139, 4-141, 4-142 (RAMP) 3-81

Ra".!oads 3-27, 3-46, 3-124, 4-27, 4-29,
P 4-36, 4-42, 4-47, 4-51

Reactive organic gas (ROG) 3-92, 3-102,
Paleontological Resources 1-14, 3-123, 3-125, 3-103, 4-115, 4-117, 4-118, 4-119, 4-130, I

4-189 4-135, 4-136, 4-138, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141,

Park 1-6, 1-14, 2-1, 2-5, 2-7, 2-13, 2-17, 4-142
2-24, 2-37, 2-45, 2-47, 3-21, 3-25, 3-67, Recreation 1-6, 1-14, 2-5, 2-9, 2-13, 2-14, I
4-9, 4-12, 4-18, 4-20, 4-21, 4-23, 4-37, 2-18, 2-20, 2-23, 2-25, 2-27, 2-30, 2-32,
4-62, 4-66, 4-69, 4-77, 4-89, 4-92 2-34, 2-35, 2-37, 2-41, 3-8, 3-10, 3-15,

Particulate matter (PM,,) 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 3-21, 3-25, 3-29, 3-107, 4-7, 4-13, 4-15,
3-95, 3-97, 3-98, 3-99, 3-101, 3-102, 4-16, 4-18, 4-20, 4-22, 4-25, 4-52, 4-69,
3-103, 3-104, 4-116, 4-117, 4-121, 4-122, 4-77, 4-80, 4-81, 4-83, 4-86, 4-89, 4-92,
4-123, 4-127, 4-128, 4-130, 4-135, 4-136, 4-105, 4-111
4-137, 4-138, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

Pest Management Program 3-76, 3-78 3-63, 3-65, 3-66, 3-89, 4-78
Pesticide(s) 1-16, 3-1, 3-59, 3-60, 3-76, Residential 2-2, 2-17, 2-18, 2-20, 2-22, 2-25,

3-78, 3-79, 4-75, 4-77, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 2-27, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-34, 2-35, 2-36,
4-86, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90, 4-92, 4-96, 4-97, 2-37, 2-45, 2-47, 3-7, 3-10, 3-14, 3-15,
4-98 3-16, 3-20, 3-21, 3-24, 3-25, 3-81, 3-106,

Petroleum/oils/lubricants (PO1) 3-60, 3-68, 3-107, 3-113, 3-114, 4-5, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9,
4-77, 4-83, 4-86, 4-89, 4-96, 4-97 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19,

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 1-16, 3-1, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26,
3-57, 3-59, 3-78, 3-80, 3-81, 4-75, 4-81, 4-27, 4-28, 4-38, 4-43, 4-48, 4-51, 4-53,
4-85, 4-88, 4-90, 4-98 4-65, 4-69, 4-71, 4-72, 4-82, 4-83, 4-86,

4-89, 4-90, 4-103, 4-111, 4-113, 4-132,
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4-135, 4-141, 4-146, 4-147, 4-155, 4-157, Seven Oaks Dam 2-45, 4-106, 4-179
4-158. 4-163, 4-170, 4-172, 4-181, 4-184, Site inspection 3-63
4-185, 4-186 Solid waste 1-7, 2-17, 2-24, 2-32, 2-37,

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 2-43, 3-47. 3-48, 3-50, 3-52, 3-53, 3-54,
(RCRA) 3-56, 3-59, 3-61, 3-73 3-56, 3-73, 4-55, 4-57, 4-60, 4-62, 4-63,

Riparian habitat 3-111, 3-113, 3-114, 3-115, 4-64, 4-67, 4-68, 4-70, 4-71, 4-74
3-117, 3-121, 3-122, 4-175, 4-178, 4-179, Sound exposure level (SEL) 3-104, 3-106,
4-182, 4-184, 4-187, 4-188 4-146, 4-148, 4-155

Runway protection zone (RPZ) 2-10, 2-14, Southern California Association of
2-27, 4-7, 4-10, 4-78 Governments (SCAG) 3-15, 3-16, 3-20,

3-21, 3-34, 3-92, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97,
S 3-101, 3-102, 4-9, 4-14, 4-17, 4-21, 4-29,

4-34, 4-35, 4-113, 4-114, 4-115, 4-116,
San Andreass Fault 3-85 4-117, 4-118, 4-121, 4-123, 4-127, 4-135,
San Bernardino Associated Governments 4-136, 4-138, 4-141, 4-142, 4-192

(SANBAG) 3-21, 3-34 Southern California Edison (SCE) 3-54, 3-55,
San Bernardino County Solid Waste 4-61, 4-65, 4-68, 4-72, 4-74

Management District (SWMD) 3-53, 4-60, Southern California Gas Company (SCG) 3-55,
4-64, 4-68, 4-71 4-61, 4-65, 4-68, 4-72, 4-74

San Bernardino General Plan 3-27, 3-32, 4-16 State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
San Bernardino International Airport Authority 1-10, 3-123, 3-124, 4-189

(SBIAA) 2-4 Sulfur dioxide (S0 2) 3-91, 3-92, 3-95, 3-97,

San Bernardino Regional Wastewater 3-100, 3-103, 4-116, 4-117, 4-123, 4-125,
Treatment Plant (SBRWTP) 2-43, 3-49, 4-126, 4-127, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138, 4-139,
3-50, 3-52, 4-59, 4-60, 4-62, 4-64, 4-66, 4-140, 4-142
4-68. 4-71 Superfund Amendments Reauthorization Act

San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District (SARA) 3-57, 3-61, 3-63, 4-76
(SBVMWD) 3-8, 3-85, 3-88, 3-89, 4-59, Surface drainage 3-86, 3-87, 4-102, 4-108
4-64, 4-66, 4-71, 4-74, 4-106, 4-107, Surface water 1-7, 3-85, 3-87, 3-88, 4-105,
4-108, 4-109, 4-111 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111

Santa Ana River 2-14, 2-46, 2-47, 3-3, 3-25,
3-27, 3-52, 3-67, 3-83, 3-84, 3-85, 3-87, T
3-88, 3-109, 3-111, 3-113, 3-114, 3-115,
3-116, 3-117, 3-121, 4-9, 4-12, 4-14, Tactical air navigation (TACAN) 3-14, 3-42,
4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 4-22, 4-106, 4-111, 3-44
4-174, 4-175, 4-177, 4-179, 4-182, 4-183, Terminal radar approach control (TRACON)
4-184, 4-185, 4-187, 4-188, 4-191 1-4, 3-38, 3-41, 3-42, 3-44, 4-34, 4-35,

Santa Ana Wash 2-8, 2-29, 2-30, 2-35, 2-45, 4-47, 4-55
3-3, 3-8, 3-16, 3-20, 3-21, 3-25, 3-53, Threatened and endangered species 3-116,
3-67, 3-69, 3-83, 3-84, 3-113, 3-115, 4-175, 4-177, 4-181, 4-183, 4-184, 4-185
3-116, 3-117, 3-121, 3-122, 4-8, 4-10, Traffih 1-4, 1-7, 1-10, 1-13, 1-15, 2-4, 2-8,
4-12, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18e 4-19, 4-25, 4-102, 2-10, 2-16, 2-19, 2-20. 2-23, 2-26, 2-31,
4-109, 4-110, 4-179, 4-182, 4-183, 4-184, 2-34, 2-36, 2-41, 2-46, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29,
4-187, 4-188, 4-191 3-32, 3-33, 3-34, 3-35, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38,

Seismicity 3-84, 4-99, 4-100 3-41, 3-42, 3-44, 3-46, 3-102, 3-106,
Sensitive habitats 3-87, 3-109, 3-117, 3-121, 3-109, 4-7, 4-8, 4-10, 4-13, 4-15, 4-17,

4-175, 4-178. 4-181, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186 4-21, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31,
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4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-39, V
4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-45, 4-47, 4-48,
4-49, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-113, Vegetation 3-25, 3-109. 3-111, 3-112,
4-114, 4-116, 4-125, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 3-113, 3-114, 3-115, 3-116, 3-121, 3-122,
4-131, 4-135, 4-137, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-27, 4-100, 4-101, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176,
4-143, 4-144, 4-148, 4-155, 4-157, 4-158, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183,
4-163, 4-170, 4-172, 4-174 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188, 4-191

Transformers 3-67, 3-78, 3-79, 3-81 Visual approach slide indicator 3-14
Trichloroethylene (TCE) 1-10, 3-57, 3-61, Visual flight rules (VFR) 3-37, 3-38, 3-41,

3-64, 3-66, 3-69, 3-73, 3-89, 4-78, 4-80, 3-44, 4-35, 4-42, 4-47
4-96 Visual resources 3-24, 3-27, 4-19

Visual sensitivity 3-24, 3-25, 4-19
U Uw I

U.S. Department of Agriculture 1-5, 1-13,
1-15, 2-37, 3-15, 4-6, 4-23, 4-52, 4-73, Warehouse 2-5, 2-14, 2-18, 2-25, 2-29, 2-32,
4-96, 4-104, 4-143, 4-170, 4-186 2-40, 2-41, 3-10, 3-14, 3-25, 4-5, 4-6, I

U.S. Department of Education 1-6, 2-40, 4-6, 4-8, 4-9, 4-12, 4-13, 4-16, 4-22, 4-23,
4-26, 4-52, 4-73, 4-96, 4-104, 4-143, 4-24, 4-83, 4-86, 4-89, 4-96, 4-105,
4-170, 4-186 4-111, 4-172, 4-182, 4-185 I

U.S. Department of the Interior 4-6, 4-52, Wastewater 1-7, 1-16, 2-16, 2-17, 2-24,
4-72, 4-104, 4-186 2-32, 2-37, 2-43, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50,

U.S. Department of Justice 1-6 3-51, 3-52, 3-103, 4-55, 4-57, 4-59, 4-60, .
U.S. Department of Transportation 1-13, 1-14, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-66, 4-67, 4-70, 4-71,

1-15, 3-57, 3-106, 4-147 4-74, 4-108
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) 1-6, Water supply 2-16, 3-48, 3-88, 3-89, 3-122,

2-41, 4-96 4-56, 4-59, 4-62, 4-64, 4-66, 4-69, 4-106,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111, 4-112

3-52, 3-61, 3-63, 3-64, 3-73, 3-74, 3-78, Wetlands 1-7, 1-10, 1-11, 1-13, 3-87, 3-111, I
3-81, 3-89, 3-90, 3-94, 3-95, 3-96, 3-97, 3-115, 3-121, 3-122, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180,
3-106, 4-77, 4-81, 4-85, 4-88, 4-90, 4-98, 4-184, 4-186
4-107, 4-113, 4-114, 4-125, 4-128, 4-134, Work furlough 1-6, 2-41, 4-6, 4-25, 4-53, i
4-137, 4-140, 4-145, 4-147 4-73, 4-144, 4-172

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 1-6,
3-117, 3-121, 4-177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, Z
4-183, 4-184

U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 1-5, 1-6, 2-37, Zoning 3-8, 3-15, 3-16, 3-17, 3-21, 3-24,
2-40, 4-23, 4-52, 4-96, 4-112, 4-143 4-5, 4-8, 4-9, 4-14, 4-16, 4-21, 4-22,

U.S. Postal Service 1-6, 2-41, 4-6, 4-26, 4-25, 4-27, 4-105, 4-111, 4-158
4-53, 4-73, 4-96, 4-104, 4-144, 4-172,
4-187

Underground storage tank (UST) 3-67, 3-68,
3-70, 3-71, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 3-76,
4-75, 4-80, 4-82, 4-88, 4-90, 4-98 3

I
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CHAPTER 9
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



9.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

INTRODUCTION

As mandated by NEPA and CEO Regulations, the Air Force has provided the
opportunity for public participation in the environmental impact analysis
process for the Disposal and Reuse of Norton AFB by:

0 Conducting a public hearing in San Bernardino, California, on
February 12, 1992, at which the Air Force presented the
findings of the DEIS and invited public comments.

* Making the DEIS available for pubic review and comment from
January to March 1992.

ORGANIZATION

This chapter includes all comments received orally at the public hearing and
in writing during the review period and responds to the substantive issues
raised in those comments. Several of the comments received were similar
in nature or concerned similar issues. These comments have been
consolidated so they could be addressed in a single, comprehensive
response.

The chapter is organized into the following sections:

"* This introduction, which describes the process, organization, and
approach used in addressing public comments

"* A compilation of the consolidated comments and responses

"* An index of commentors

"* A transcript of the public hearing

"* Photocopies of all written comments received.

The transcript and each written correspondence have been furnished with
document numbers. Within each document, individual comments have been
given a subnumber. Comment 6-8, for example, refers to document 6,
comment number 8. Comments that simply state a fact or an opinion, while
appreciated, are not given a comment number nor provided a specific
response. They are included as part of the record for the EIS, however, and
will be considered in the Air Force's decision-making.
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The index lists the name and title/agency of each commentor and provides 3
the identifying document number. The document numbers and individual
comment numbers are noted on the copies of the public hearing transcript
and the written correspondence at the end of this chapter. Below each
comment number is another reference number. The eighth comment in
document 6, for example, shows number 12.1. This second number refers
to the consolidated response that addresses the issue raised by that
particular comment.

1.0 Air Force Policy
2.0 Purpose and Need for Action
3.0 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action
4.0 Land Transfer/Disposal
5.0 Local Community
6.0 Land Use/Aesthetics
7.0 Transportation
8.0 Airspace I
9.0 Utilities
10.0 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management

1 1.0 Soils and Geology
12.0 Water Resources

13.0 Air Quality
14.0 Noise I
15.0 Biological Resources
16.0 Cultural Resources
17.0 Socioeconomic Impacts

Responses within each topic are numbered sequentially. For example,
responses addressing utilities issues are numbered 9.1, 9.2, etc. Thus, I
comment 6-8 refers to response 12.1 because it addresses a Water

Resources issue.

The consolidated responses are provided in the section immediately
following this introduction. Prior to each response is a summary of the
comment(s) addressed by the response. At the end of the comment
summary is a series of numbers in parentheses (e.g., 6-8, 11-13, 15-6,
15-22). Those numbers refer to the specific comments consolidated in that
response. Comment summary 12.1, for example, refers back to
comment 6-8.

This chapter is designed to address comments concerning impacts on the l
physical and natural environment considered in the DEIS. Some

socioeconomic issues, such as the region's employment base, school
budgets, municipal/state tax revenues, medical care for military retirees and
dependents, local governments and services, real estate, and economic
effects on utility systems and specific businesses are beyond the scope of
NEPA and CEO requirements. Analysis of impacts associated with these
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issues is provided in the Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study ISIAS), a
separate public document that will also support the base reuse decision-
making process.

Comments received on the draft SIAS are included in the correspondence at
the end of this chapter, but they are not addressed in the consolidated
responses if they do not concern topics covered in the DEIS. Those
comments have an *So noted on the photocopy of the correspondence.
Although there are no specific responses included in this chapter, those
comments have been reviewed by the Air Force, and responses have been
provided directly to the commentors.

Comments related to socioeconomic factors that are addressed in this EIS
(e.g., population and employment) are included in Section 5.0, Local
Community, of the consolidated responses. In some cases, comments on
the DEIS include socioeconomic issues outside the scope of the EIS. Those
comments are addressed in Section 17.0, Socioeconomic Impacts, of the
consolidated responses.

I Finally, in addition to the responses included in this chapter, the text of the
EIS had been revised as appropriate in response to comments received.

A
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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NORTON AFB DISPOSAL AND REUSE EIS

CONSOUDATED COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

1.0 AIR FORCE POUCY

1.1 Comment: Fourth paragraph of Purpose and Need section on page S-1 is vague relative
to the Air Force's statutory obligations under CERCLA and seems to imply
that while some actions may be taken by the Air Force, others may be
applied to future users. (1-1, 11-14)

Response: The referenced paragraph discusses potential mitigation of environmental m
impacts due to disposal or reuse of the property, not responsibility for
remediation of past hazardous material releases. The Air Force is clearly
required under CERCLA to remediate hazardous waste contamination for
which it is responsible prior to transfer. A full discussion of the Air Force's
responsibilities under CERCLA is included in Section 3.3.3 of the EIS.

1.2 Comment: Congressional bill HR 1450 and parallel state legislation which allows the
purchaser of a particular piece of property to be legally free from liability for
prior contamination but allows him to purchase the property and negotiate a I
schedule with the responsible party for cleanup activities should be
examined for use in the disposal process. (1-5)

Response: Current legislation does not allow the disposal of contaminated federal
properties prior to their remediation. However, these remediation efforts are
not expected to delay the transfer of uncontaminated property. It is m
unknown at this time what impact the passage of additional legislation as
described may have.

1.3 Comment: A comprehensive development program with a coordinated and integrated
implementation ability is important to reduce the potential for negative
impacts. (1-19) I

Response: Comment noted.

1.4 Comment: The city of Redlands requests that the EIS be revised and recirculated. (9-1)

Response: The Air Force believes that the DEIS provided adequate information and
analysis to allow the affected public to understand the environmental I
consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives and to make reasoned
and meaningful comments. The comments received on the DEIS have not
resulted in substantial changes in the Proposed Action or in significant new
circumstances or information concerning environmental impacts. Therefore,
the Air Force does not believe the DEIS needs to be recirculated and has no
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5 plans to do so. The Final EIS (FEIS) will be distributed in accordance with

CEO regulations.

1.5 Comment: The Air Force has failed to coordinate the environmental evaluation of the
reuse of Norton AFB with local agencies. (9-2)

Response: The DEIS was distributed to afl affected local agencies for review and
comment. A scoping meeting was held prior to the preparation of the DEIS
to invite input from any interested agencies and the general public. During
the preparation of the DEIS, state, regional, and local agencies were
contacted for information. This includes several offices of the cities of San
Bernardino, Highland, and Redlands. Extensive discussions were held with
the Inland Valley Development Agency. The Air Force has coordinated with
local agencies throughout the environmental analysis process and is
continuing to do so.

1 1.6 Comment: The Air Force should cooperate with any local agency implementing reuse
plans for Norton AFB so that one joint environmental document is prepared3 and circulated. (9-3)

Response: The primary purpose of the EIS is to support Air Force decision-making for
the disposal of Norton AFB property. To some extent, this decision is a
prerequisite to detailed reuse planning by local agencies, making a single
point document impractical. In order to understand the indirect effects of
this disposal action, environmental impacts of potential reuses were
analyzed. To the extent practicable, the EIS is also intended to serve the
needs of federal, state, and local reuse agencies. However, as proposed
reuse plans become more definitive after Air Force disposal of the property,
the reuser of the property may need to conduct further environmental
analyses to comply with state and local laws and regulations.

3 Due to the nature of the disposal and planning processes, it is not practical
to prepare a single environmental document to meet all federal and local
needs. For example, reuse plans are not sufficiently defined to conduct a
detailed analysis at this time. On the other hand, specific plans cannot be
developed until certain decisions are made regarding disposal, a decision the
Air Force can only make after completion of the FEIS.

1.7 Comment: The city of Redlands would like to meet with the Air Force to discuss
compatibility of airport development at Norton with Redlands' land use plans.

i (9-5)

Response: The city of Redlands Zoning Office was contacted during the preparation of5 the DEIS for information on airport-related land use compatibility. Air Force
representatives met with city of Redlands officials in response to this issue in
April of 1992. In addition, as a member of SBIAA, the city of Redlands has
direct input on issues of airport compatibility with its own land use plans.
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1.8 Comment: The discussion in Chapter 2 merely describes the proposed land uses and

provides a table of environmental impacts rather than presenting the
"impacts of the Proposed Action in comparative form, thus sharply defining
the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the
decision maker and the public." (40 CFR 1502.14.) (9-6)

Response: Tables 2.6-1 through 2.6-4 were developed precisely to delineate the
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives in comparative form. For I
example, Table 2.6-1 compares influencing factors for each of the
alternative reuse plans (e.g., number of trips), while Table 2.6-2 compares
their impacts in each resource area (e.g., on transportation systems). A I
matrix format was selected as the clearest method of comparing the
alternatives. Because of their utility in conveying this information in a clear
and concise manner, these tables were also included in the Summary. The I
analysis on which the conclusions presented in the tables is based is
described in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 3

1.9 Comment: Chapter 4 fails to provide an analytic basis for comparison and merely makes
general comparative statements. As a result of this approach, mitigation
measures are often discussed only superficially and contain insufficient detail
to allow the decision maker to condition reuse of the base in a manner that
will mitigate adverse environmental impacts. (9-7) 1

Response: Chapter 4 of the EIS contains a description, by resource, of the
environmental impacts that would foreseeably result due to the
implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives. The potential I
impacts are presented in a fashion that allows meaningful, analytic
comparisons among the alternatives, to the extent practicable given the
conceptual nature of the reuse plans at this point.

Possible mitigations for potential indirect impacts resulting from Air Force
disposal of the property are discussed where necessary. Most of these 1
mitigations would be the responsibility of the reuser rather than the Air

Force.

1.10 Comment: A representative of the FAA has indicated to the IVDA that the FAA would
not approve the establishment of a commercial aviation facility serving

enplaned passengers at Norton AFB. Therefore, the EIS deprives the i
decision maker and the public of an in-depth analysis of a more feasible
alternative by concentrating the analysis on an alternative that will not be
approved. (9-9) 1

Response: The FAA and the IVDA have indicated to the Air Force that a commercial
airport with enplaned passengers is an acceptable alternative. In addition,

the Air Force has evaluated a range of alternatives, on an equal basis, in the
EIS. This range includes the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, which
provides a general aviation airport with no commercial passenger service.
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1.11 Comment: The EIS does not include any discussion of "areas of controversy* or "issues

to be resolved* concerning this project. These discussions are required by
40 CFR 1 1502.12. (9-12)

Response: The Air Force is confident that this EIS meets all requirements of CEO
regulations in implementing NEPA. Known areas of controversy or issues to
be resolved, if any, are generally included within the discussions of each
alternative within the summary. For example, it is noted that some of the
land uses under the reuse alternatives are inconsistent with the city of San3 Bernardino's proposed zoning for the base property.

1.12 Comment: Tables 1.5-1 and 1.5-2 fail to address compliance with the CEQA as a
requirement before a reuse plan may be approved or implemented by
California state or local agencies. (9-13)

Response: Table 1.5-1 (now Table 1.7-1) has been updated to include reference to
CEQA. Table 1.5-2 (now Table 1.7-2) is provided in accordance with 40
CFR 1502.25(b) and, as such, lists only federal permits, licenses, or other3 entitlements.

1.13 Comment: It is not appropriate to prepare a separate EA regarding the inclusion of BMO
or the existing Officer and NCO Military Family Housing units as a pert of the
reuse plan. The EIS should analyze the impacts of all proposed uses of
Norton AFB as part of one comprehensive document. (9-14)

5Response: The retention of portions of Norton AFB for BMO and military family housing
is not a reuse issue. It is part of the decision on closure of the base and was
addressed in the FEIS for the closure of Norton AFB. The consolidation of
the organization's facilities is on a portion of the Air Force property to be
retained and therefore is not a part of the disposal (or subsequent reuse)g action analyzed in this EIS.

1.14 Comment: Chapter 3 of the EIS contains far too much information, much of which,
such as the discussion of the runway equipment, is not relevant to the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives. As a result,
important aspects of the existing environment such as biological resources
and water supply conditions become almost impossible to discern. (9-25)

Response: Chapter 3 contains discussions of the affected environment by resource area
to the extent necessary to understand the effects of the alternatives.
Information such as that related to the runway was provided to give the
reader a clear understanding of the current conditions in relation to potential
future developments.

S1.15 Comment: EPA recommends site- and project-specific environmental analyses and

documentation be considered for future redevelopment actions. (11-34)

N
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Response: To the extent practicable, the EIS is intended to serve the needs of federal,

state, and local reuse agencies. However, as proposed reuse plans become

more definitive after Air Force disposal of the property, the reuser of the
property may need to conduct further environmental analyses to comply
with state and local laws and regulations.

1.16 Comment: The EIS should include detailed discussion of mitigation measures that
demonstrate that the measures will be reasonably effective; describe the 5
schedule, funding, and responsible parties; and demonstrate enforceability of
mitigation implementation. (11-37, 11-44, 11-45) I

Response: It is important to reemphasize that the actual Air Force action is disposal of
the property, not rouse. Impacts and potential mitigation measures
associated with proposed reuse alternatives have been identified as a m
foreseeable consequence of that action. The actual implementation,
including defining project details, scheduling, and funding of these measures
will be the responsibility of the reuse proponent, and is beyond the Air I
Force's scope of analysis. Until such details are developed and a specific
proposal is made, it is not possible to define more specific mitigation
Measures.

Various regulatory agencies have the responsibility of enforcing certain
mitigation measures (e.g., hazardous wast* practices, air quality controls, I
etc.). These agencies are listed in Table 1.7-1, which cites applicable
statutes and regulations. It should be noted that adequate regulatory
authorities are in place to ensure enforcement.

1.17 Comment: The commentor recommends that the Air Force include extensive water
conservation requirements in the terms and conditions under which the base I
property is conveyed to future users. (11-51)

Response: Including such provisions in the terms of conveyance would not be practical 3
or appropriate. The Air Force has neither the authority nor the ability to
enforce such terms. The Air Force can only encourage reuse proponents and
local agencies to impose conservation measures. m

1.18 Comment: The EIS does not demonstrate that the Proposed Action is the least
environmentally damaging (to special aquatic habitat), practicable alternative 3
for base reuse, as required under EPA guidelines published pursuant to
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act. Many of the reuse alternatives
are multi-purpose projects. Alternatives for each project purpose should be
evaluated to determine if the proposed composite action is the least
environmentally damaging, practicable alternative for all project purposes.
Portions of the composite alternatives could be modified to reduce or avoid
potential impacts to wetlands. (11-54)
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Response: Section 404 (b)(1) of the Clean Water Act requires that the COE exercise its

permitting authority by applying guidelines developed by the U.S. EPA. The
U.S. EPA's guidelines establish environmental criteria for evaluating
Section 404 permit applications.

A key provision of the U.S. EPA's guidelines is the prohibition against
discharge of fill or dredged material into special aquatic areas (which include
wetlands) if there is a less environmentally damaging alternative to the
proposed discharge.

IThe Air Force is not applying for a Section 404 permit or evaluating a
Section 404 permit application. The Air Force is disposing of property and is
required by NEPA to evaluate the indirect environmental effects of this

Iaction. The" environmental effects directly result from the property

recipients' reuse of the disposed property. To analyze these potential
effects, the Air Force has elected to try to anticipate what the reuses might
entail, predict what environmental effects would foreseeably result from
these projected reuses for 20 years after disposal, and make necessary
assumptions to fill any data gaps.

During the Air Force's analyses of foreseeable effects caused by potential
reuses, two primary wetland areas on the base were identified as potential
impact areas. One wetland area, comprising just under 1 acre of drainage
ditch wetlands, could be affected by concrete lining and extension of the
drainage ditch for flood control purposes. The other wetland area comprises
6 acres in the Santa Ana Wash and could be affected by aggregate mining
operations. All of the major alternatives, including an "Other Land Use
Concepto, addressed potential reuses that would be expected to adversely
affect one, or both, of the previously described wetland areas due to flood
control plans or plans for aggregate mining operations.

3 Since the Air Force is not seeking a Section 404 permit or evaluating a
permit application, it is not required to comply with Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines. However, the Air Force must comply with EO 11990. EO
11990, Section 2(1) states that federal agencies shall not provide assistance
for new construction in wetlands unless: (1) there is no practicable
alternative to such construction and (2) the proposed project or activity
includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands that may
result from the activity.

Text changes have been made to the EIS to address the Air Force's
responsibilities under EO 11990, Section 2(1), regarding potential reuse
construction in the two primary wetland areas.

1.19 Comment: The Air Force should place conditions on the property conveyance to
promote conservation, pollution prevention, waste minimization, recycling,
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and preservation of biodiversity. Thes principles should be included as part
of the purpose and need for the action. (11-59)

Response: The decision regarding disposal of Norton AFB property will need to weigh
and balance a number of considerations, including environmental impacts,
economic issues, costs to taxpayers, and jurisdictional authorities. As
Section 1.1 of the EIS indicates, however, the purpose of the federal action
is to dispose of the property. The Air Force will be making a decision on
method of disposal, but it will not actually be selecting a reuse alternative.
The demolition, construction, etc., associated with reuse are a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of disposal but they are not in themselves part of
the federal (Air Force) action. Once the property has been transferred or
conveyed to a new owner, the Air Force will have neither the authority nor
the means for enforcing conditions such as those suggested. Consequently,
the Air Force can only encourage reuse proponents and local agencies to
implement the suggested measures. 3

1.20 Comment: The commentor recommends including preclosure statistics along side
closure statistics in the alternative descriptions. (11-61) 3

Response: The baseline used for analysis in the EIS is the Norton AFB at closure.
Where necessary, preclosure information has been provided in Chapter 3.0
for context. However, it would be confusing and misleading to include this I
preclosure information within the description of alternatives in Chapter 2.0.

1.21 Comment: Will the Ballistic Missile Organization (BMO) really need to expand to the 5
north of Mill Street and if so, what mitigation will be proposed for closing

Mill Street? (12-2) I

Response: Facilities north of Mill Street have been reserved for BMO for a relocation of
functions from elsewhere on the installation. No mitigation measures will be
necessary as there are no plans to close Mill Street.

1.22 Comment: The status of BMO activities is in a state of flux with indications that it may
depart after base closure. (13-4)

Response: The Air Force has no plans for BMO to leave the Norton AFB area.

1.23 Comment: The EIS should specify that the reuse of the base requires the preparation of
a separate Environmental Impact Report. (14-1)

Response: The EIS indicates that follow-on environmental analysis by the reuse

proponent may be required by the CEQA. The Air Force does not have the
authority to make this a requirement of reuse. 3

I
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1.24 Comment: Why is this EIS not being processed in accordance with the CEQA since the
proposed project is a plan prepared by the IVDA? Will any additional
environmental review be required in accordance with CEQA? (19-1, 19-14)

Response: Federal agencies are not legally required to comply with CEQA in the
preparation of environmental planning documents.

If the property is conveyed to IVDA, IVDA would have to fulfill the
requirements of CEQA. IVDA may elect to incorporate some of the
environmental analyses in the Air Force's EIS to help fulfill IVDA's CEQA
obligations.

1.25 Comment: The EIS must consider consistency of the project with all other applicable
plans, including the Air Quality Management Plan, Regional Growth
Management Plan, Regional Mobility Plan, Local Adopted Congestion
Management Program, and any other plans that are applicable to the project.
(19-12, 19-20)

Response: The EIS does address consistency with regional and local plans. The
analysis considered the best information available at the time and concluded
that, because reuse activity emissions were not considered in the
development of the current AQMP, those emissions would not be consistent
with the plan and would therefore have to be mitigated and fully offset in
order to avoid interference with the plan's attainment goals. Consistency
with the Regional Growth Management Plan is addressed in Section 4.2.2 of
the EIS, which also addresses consistency with local plans. TDM measures
are discussed in Section 4.2.3 of the EIS as possible mitigation measures for
transportation impacts. At the time of analysis the Draft Congestion
Management Plan was still under development and not available for analysis.
However, the text in Section 4.2.3.1 has been modified to include the
Congestion Management Plan. State and local agencies responsible for
management of land were provided copies of the DEIS for review.

1.26 Comment: Future EIR's prepared by local jurisdictions should discuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans
and regional plans including; the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, the
Regional Mobility Plan, Growth Management Plan, and AQMP which are all
included in the State Implementation Plan. (20-1)

Response: Comment noted.
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2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION I

2.1 Comment: The EIS should provide rationale for the need and demand associated with
the proposed alternatives. (11-35)

Response: Section 1.1 discusses the general need for reuse and the purpose of the
Proposed Action. The other alternatives were designed primarily to enable

the EIS to report a range of potential uses and their environmental
consequences. 3

I
1
U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

3.1 Comment: The preferred development approach is the Proposed Action, the other
alternatives do not offer the same advantages in terms of organizational
structure and competitiveness in today's market. (1-17, 1-31, 1-36, 1-38,
1-40)

Response: Comment noted.

3.2 Comment: The marketability of the base area will be greatly diminished by too great a
reliance on out-dated facilities. The reuse potential of existing facilities can
only be established with a comprehensive facilities inventory and market
analysis. (1-20, 1-37, 13-5, 13-11)

Response: Comment noted.

3.3 Comment: The EIS is deficient in analyzing the cost of attempting to reuse existing
facilities. (1-21)

Response: The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate environmental impacts due to disposal
of property. Standard renovation, demolition and construction costs were
assumed in the generation of construction employment impacts. However,
these costs were not relevant to the environmental analysis.

3.4 Comment: Opposition to the Non-Aviation Alternative was expressed. (1-41, 7-2)

Response: Comment noted.

3.5 Comment: The U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons is formally
withdrawing its proposal to site a federal correctional facility at Norton AFB.
(2-1)

Response: The document has been revised and all references to siting a correctional
facility at Norton AFB have been removed.

3.6 Comment: The DEIS appears to only give secondary consideration to reuse of Norton
AFB property by other federal agencies and independent proponents. (5-1,
9-11)

Response: There was no intent to give "secondary" consideration to proposals by other
federal agencies. These proposals involved only discrete, often small,
parcels of land and could potentially be included as part of either the
Proposed Action or any of the alternatives. As such, each proposal is
treated as an overlay of the Proposed Action and alternatives. All federal
proposals were evaluated, and the treatment in the EIS is sufficient to allow
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the requested parcels to be transferred to any or all of the federal agencies
identified under *Other Land Use Concepts".

3.7 Comment: Opposition was expressed to the Proposed Action's plan to demolish 3
buildings which could be used to treat veterans, retirees, and military

dependents. (5-2)

Response: The Proposed Action was adopted from the redevelopment plans of the I
IVDA and does include demolition of most of the existing building space in

the area of the Norton clinic. Other reuse alternatives have included the
retention of the clinic and other facaiities to provide a wide range of reuse
scenarios for analysis. These alternatives are conceptual in nature, however.
The Air Force will decide the actual disposal plan for the base property. 5

3.8 Comment: The space requested by the Department of Veterans Affairs is in the
northwest corner of the base and could be transferred to the Department of

Veterans Affairs with little impact on the Proposed Action. (5-3)

Response: Analysis of the VA proposal as an independent land use concept allows it to
be considered in combination with the Proposed Action or any of the
alternatives.

3.9 Comment: The acquisition of facilities at Norton AFB is vital to the plans developed by I
the VA and March AFB to jointly utilize the N3rton clinic. (5-5)

Response: Comment noted. n

3.10 Comment: Support was expressed for aviation uses at Norton AFB. (7-1, 8-1)

Response: Comment noted.

3.11 Comment: Chapter 2 fails to identify environmental impacts in some areas and fails to 3
discuss the significance of environmental impacts in other areas, and the
chapter does not include a discussion of appropriate mitigation measures.

(9-15)

Response: As required by the CEO regulations implementing NEPA, Chapter 2 presents

the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives in i
comparative form. Environmental impacts and, where possible, their
mitigation measures are provided in matrix format in Section 2.6. Impacts to
the environment and mitigation measures are discussed in detail in Chaptern1
4.

9
I

9-14 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
I



I
3.12 Comment: Aggregate mining is an ancillary use, separately analyzed in the EIS, and

should be removed from the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. (9-10)

Response: Under the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, the northeast area of the
base was available for development due to the lack of need for a commercial
passenger air terminal. Aggregate mining was included in this area in order
to provide and analyze full development of the base property. Aggregate

mining was also addressed under "Other Land Use Concepts" due to an
independent reuse proposal.

1 3.13 Comment: Section 4.6 should compare the value of the Proposed Action's short-term
use with the value of maintaining the long-term productivity of the base andI its surroundings. (9-75)

Response: NEPA and CEO regulations require the EIS to discuss the relationship

between short-term use and long-term productivity. Section 4.6 summarizes
that relationship. There is no meaningful way to assign a 'value' to either.
The EIS has been revised to clarify the relationship between short-term use3 and long-term productivity.

3.14 Comment: The Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Center lease arrangement should be fully
I described in the EIS. (11-2, 11-22, 11-27, 11-36)

Response: A discussion of the Lockheed lease is included in Section 3.2.2.1.

Section 2.3.5 has been added to the EIS to discuss the treatment of interim
uses in the analysis.

3.15 Comment: Assumptions regarding projected flight operations of the Proposed Action for
air passenger and air cargo service could limit the expansion capabilities of
the airport. (12-3)

Response: The flight operations projected for the Proposed Action and alternatives are
reasonable expectations based on a study conducted by the IVDA and a

separate study conducted by Caltrans.

3.16 Comment: The design of future uses at Norton AFB should enhance the recreational

opportunities that exist. (12-12)

Response: Comment noted.

I
I
I
n Norton AF8 Disposal and Reuse FEIS 9-15

I



I
3.17 Comment: The IVDA Redevelopment Plan provides the institutional and financial

backing to implement the base reuse plan. The alternatives to the IVDA

proposed use should be analyzed within the context of the IVDA
Redevelopment Plan to properly reflect the comparative impacts. (13-1)

Response: Alternatives to the Proposed Action were developed in order to analyze a
range of potential reuse options. The Air Force has a responsibility to
analyze reasonable alternatives to the IVDA plan. The existence of the IVDA
does not preclude another party from providing the financial backing to
redevelop the Norton AFB propers along the lines of one of the alternatives

even though at the time of the EIS's preparation such backing was absent.

3.18 Comment: The percentage of buildings to be demolished during the first 10 years of the
Proposed Action appears to be in error. The reuse plan targets
approximately 85 percent, the EIS states 96 percent. (13-10)

Response: The demolition of 96 percent of building space stated in the EIS refers only I
to OIP demolition over the 20-year build out period. Figures for existing
building square footage in the OIP and area to be demolished have been
revised appropriately. Total demolition for the Proposed Action will be
approximately 85 percent.

I
I
I
I
I
I

I
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3 4.0 LAND TRANSFER/DISPOSAL

4.1 Comment: The Air Force needs to determine, as soon as possible, the price of the
property, which portions will be conveyed as a public benefit transfer, and
which will be going to various government agencies to allow the
redevelopment process to begin. (1-7)

Response: The decision as to how the Air Force will dispose of the property can be
made only after the environmental impact analysis process has been
completed and after consideration of applicable federal property disposal
laws.

3 4.2 Comment: The Air Force should recognize that most of the non-aviation structures on
Norton AFB have exceeded their useful life and should be demolished at Air
Force cost to ensure a successful reuse effort. (1-39)

Response: No facility demolition is necessary or required for the disposal of property.
After disposal, any facility demolition will be the responsibility of the new
owner.

4.3 Comment: Airfield and aviation support areas should be combined as one parcel for
public benefit transfer. (1-43)

Response: The analysis in the EIS is based on land uses and is not dependent on how
parcels are defined. The final decision as to how the Air Force will dispose
of Norton AFB property, including public benefit transfers, will be defined in

5 the ROD.

4.4 Comment: The airport property line should be realigned to allow all potential aviation
related facilities to be part of the public benefit transfer. (1-44)

Response: The airport boundary in the Airport Plan shown in the EIS was derived from
the Airport Master Plan provided by the IVDA.

4.5 Comment: A portion of the northeast corner of the base should be excluded from the
aviation public benefit transfer as it is a hazardous material landfill area.
(1-45)

Response: The northeast corner of the base, which was used as a landfill, lies within3the RPZ of the Airport Plan and thus is included as part of the airfield land
use category. As the EIS states, all hazardous waste sites will be
appropriately remediated prior to disposal.

N
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4.6 Comment: The city of Highland has reconsidered its request for the 30-acre 3

noncontiguous parcel and now is interested in only 15 acres for park and
recreation purposes. The remaining area at the site could be used for
residential development which is a more economically viable proposal. (3-1)

Response: The EIS contains adequate information to analyze a split reuse of the area.

Currently, the reuse of the 30-acre noncontiguous parcel is addressed as
entirely recreational or entirely residential; the new proposal lies within the
range of this analysis. See Section 2.3.3.4 for assumptions regarding
residential square footage and number of units per acre. 3

4.7 Comment: The Department of Veterans Affairs should receive priority consideration in
the reuse of Norton AFB property. (5-4) 1

Response: Under current law, other federal agencies and homeless assistance providers
must be given priority consideration in the use and acquisition of excess

base property. The method of disposal will generally occur in the following
order of priority: transfer to another federal agency, donation or public
benefit sale to a public body under special statutory authority, negotiated
sale to a public body, or sale by public auction and/or sealed bid to a private
interest. The disposal plan may vary from this general order depending on
the circumstances involved. 5

4.8 Comment: Major construction in the vicinity of the airfield and the Lockheed

Commercial Aircraft Center could disrupt future operations. (7-4) 3
Response: The Air Force cannot provide assurances to interim users beyond disposal of

base property. I

4.9 Comment: The transfer of base property should contain restrictions in its use, otherwise
the analysis contained in the EIS is meaningless as the base may be
occupied by uses that were not analyzed. (9-8, 9-31) I

Response: The analysis is appropriate given the nature of the Air Force decision which

is disposal. The Proposed Action and alternatives are conceptual in nature U
and ultimate land uses may be subject to change as specific plans are
adopted after transfer. A set of general assumptions was made by the Air
Force in order to accomplish the impact analysis and is provided in Chapter2 3
and at the beginning of each resource discussed in Chapter 4. The Air Force
has made a reasonable attempt to define likely future land uses and is not
required for the most part to restrict land use by future owners of the base 3
properties. Local agencies have sufficient powers to enforce wise land
usage and environmental compliance.

I
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S4.10 Comment: Crash/fire protection equipment should be conveyed to fire departments

responsible for these services at the site, including large fire apparatus,
safety gear, and proximity suits. (12-20)

Response: The disposal of crash/fire equipment may be the subject of negotiation
between local authorities and the Air Force; however, such transfers are
beyond the scope of this document. A copy of the letter containing this
comment has been provided to Air Force Headquarters for attention.

3 4.11 Comment: Aggregate mining activities should not be allowed. 014-3)

Response: Comment noted.

£ 4.12 Comment: The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians intends to submit i sal for the

acquisition of the surplus lands at Norton AFB. The proposae uld receive
the same priority status consideration as state, county, or local government
jurisdictions. (17-1)

Response: Under current law, other federal agencies and homeless assistance providers
must be given priority consideration in the use and acquisition of excess
base property. The method of disposal will generally occur in the following
order of priority: transfer to another federal agency, donation or public
benefit sale to a public body under special statutory authority, negotiated
sale to a public body, or sale by public auction and/or sealed bid to a private
interest. The alternatives analyzed in the EIS were selected to provide a
broad range of possible developments, with the expectation that any future
proposals will fall within the range of potential environmental impacts

i associated with the reuse of Norton AFB.

N
I
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5.0 LOCAL COMMUNITY 3
5.1 Comment: The increased employment due to reuse would improve the job/housing 3

balance in the region rather than create a housing shortage. (1-18)

Response: The EIS does indicate an improved jobs/housing balance in the area due to 3
increased employment (see Sections 4.2.2.1, 4.2.2.2. and 4.2.2.3). It also
notes, however, that an improved balance in the San Bernardino are will not
solve the regional imbalance as long as there are a disproportionate number
of jobs versus housing in the Los Angeles/Orange County are. Employees
in that area may still live in the Riverside-San Bernardino area, potentially
forcing employees in Riverside-San Bernardino to live even farther inland.
Nevertheless, the net effect of increasing employment opportunities in the
San Bernardino-Riverside area would have a positive effect on the
jobs/housing balance. 3

5.2 Comment: Section 4.2.1 should address impacts on urban quality and design due to
population increases. (9-27) 3

Response: Urban quality and design issues in terms of land use patterns, development,
open space, and aesthetics are discussed in Section 4.2.2. Historic and
cultural resources are addressed in Section 4.4.6.

II

I

I
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3 6.0 LAND USEIAESTHETICS

3 6.1 Comment: What effects of reuse will the residents living near the Ballistic Missale
Organization be exposed to? (1-8)

Response: Land use Impacts to that area are discussed In Section 4.2.2. and
transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.2.3. Briefly, a small area
south of BMO, including six existing residences, could be exposed to noise
levels above DNL 65 dB. This noise level would not reach the residential
area west of the BMO, however. Traffic on Tippecanoe Avenue and Mill
Street would increase, and Mill Street would need to be widened to

I accommodate the increase.

6.2 Comment: Any change in use or occupancy of buildings at the facility will require that
those buildings be brought to today's building and safety code requirements.
(1-22, 1-27, 1-28, 1-29, 12-15, 12-17, 12-19)

Response: As the EIS indicates, facilities on base would need to be in compliance withI the city of San Bernardino Development Code that stipulates which safety
codes are mandatory. It also stipulates conditions for nonconforming
structures and uses. The provisions of the Development Code wereI incorporated in the assumptions underlying the reuse alternatives analyzed in
the EIS. The new owners will be responsible for bringing structures into5 compliance with city code requirements.

6.3 Comment: Aggregate mining should not be allowed within the airfield or aviation3 support areas as it is not compatible with airport operations. (1-42)

Response: The EIS assumes that aggregate mining, if implemented, would comply with5 FAA restrictions and regulations.

6.4 Comment: The commentor opposes reuse plans that incorporate noise-sensitive projects
situated near the airfield. (7-3)

Response: Comment noted.

I
I
I
I
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6.5 Comment: The EIS only sporadically analyzes the compatibility of the Proposed Action 3

with the land use plans, policies, and controls of surrounding jurisdictions.
(9-4. 9-191

Response: The subsections on Adjacent Land Use and Zoning and Land Use Plans and
Regulatiots in Section 3.2.2.1 discuss regional land use plans and policies of
the SCAG; zoning regulations in the cities of San Bernardino, Highland, and I
Redlands, as well as unincorporated portions of San Bernardino County; and
redevelopment projects (including the EVCDS). Section 4.2.2 addresses the
consistency of the Proposed Action and alternatives with the plans and 3
regulations of each of those jurisdictions. More emphasis is placed on the
General Plan and Development Code of the city of San Bernardino because
they will apply directly to development of Norton AFB land after disposal. U

6.6 Comment: Figure 3.2-3 should be updated to reflect recent annexations by the city of
Redlands. (9-18) 3

Response: The figure has been updated.

6.7 Comment: The discussion of Lockheed in Section 3.2.2 should be updated to reflect the U
current lease agreement. (9-19)

Response: The discussion of Lockheed in the EIS has been defined. I
6.8 Comment: Why is the eastern portion of the river corridor not classified as being

visually sensitive. (9-21) I
Response: Only areas on base were categorized with respect to visual sensitivity,

because those are the areas that would be altered by the Proposed Action
and alternatives. The EIS does acknowledge visual resources off base in

Section 3.2.2, as well as provisions in the General Plans of San Bernardino
and Redlands addressing visual resources, and discusses the potential for I
indirect visual impacts from on-base development in Section 4.2.2.

6.9 Comment: The discussion of 'on-base" land use impacts does not address the conflict 3
between the proposed uses and the public facilities uses designated for the
site in the current City of San Bernardino General Plan and zoning. 19-28,

13-24) I
Response: The Public Facility designation in the City of San Bernardino General Plan is

clearly related to Norton AFB's use as a military facility and reflects I
preclosure conditions. The city of San Bernardino has indicated its intent to
revise the designation to reflect disposal. Consequently, that designation

was not considered relevant to the post-disposal environment. I

9
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3 6.10 Comment: The aesthetic impacts and certain land use conflicts addressed in Section
4.2.2 concerning development along Third Street and the southern boundary
of the base property are not addressed by mitigation measures. (9-29)

Response: Most of the aesthetics impacts addressed in the EIS are potentially beneficial

and do not require mitigation. Potential adverse impacts to the palm-lined
parkway can only be mitigated through avoidance. Impacts on military
family housing areas are addressed in the mitigation measures, which
recommend landscaping adjacent to residential areas. Impacts to residential
areas identified in the EIS would also be reduced by the mitigation measures
described, with the exception of potential effects from traffic on Third Street
induced by the development of a new passenger terminal and other

development. Such impacts could also be reduced by screening, as well as
in the design of the circulation roads for the passenger terminal area.

6.11 Comment: The analysis of noise level impacts and land uses appears to compare
impacts to a pre-closure baseline, while the majority of the EIS compares
impacts to a post-closure baseline. (9-30)

IResponse: Noise-related land use restrictions are discussed as part of the baseline
because they are currently in effect and expected to remain after closure
unless and until repealed. Those restrictions are therefore applicable to both
preclosure conditions and the post-closure baseline.

S6.12 Comment: Section 4.2.2.2 compares the impacts to pre-closure conditions and fails to
identify mitigation measures for impacts mentioned in Section 4.2.2.2.
19-32)

I Response: See response to previous comment concerning noise-related land use
restrictions. Mitigation measures for Section 4.2.2.2 are described at the
end of the section. They address the potentially adverse impacts identifiedI for the alternative. In some respects, the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
would have fewer beneficial impacts than the Proposed Action. That should

1 not be interpreted as an adverse impact of the alternative, however.

I

i
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6.13 Comment: Section 4.2.2.3 fails to identify mitigation measures for impacts associated 3

with aggregate mining, the Santa Ana Wash, and the land uses east of the
proposed mining operation. (9-33)

Response: The Mitigation Measures at the end of Section 4.2.2.3 specifically address
aggregate mining. In addition, the impact discussion includes references to
mitigation measures. The land use east of the on-base area analyzed for
mining is also aggregate mining and would not be adversely affected. No
mitigation measures were identified in the DEIS for impacts from mining on
future recreational use in the Santa Ana Wash. Potential impacts could be
avoided by confining mining activity to areas outside the wash and,
specifically, north of the levee.

6.14 Comment: The mitigation measures stated in Section 4.2.2.5 for mother land use U
concepts* should be more specific. (9-34)

Response: Sufficient details on the specific land uses that would be adjacent to each of U
the other land use concepts are unavailable. Without such details, it cannot
be determined whether any mitigation would be needed and, if so, what it
would entail. In general, other land use concepts would be subject to the U
same types of potential incompatibilities identified for the reuse plans, only
on a smaller scale, and the same types of mitigation measures would be
appropriate.

6.15 Comment: The on-base housing retained for Air Force use does not have a long-term
land use planning justification when applied to the alternatives to the I
Proposed Action. (13-2)

Response: The military family housing was identified to be retained as part of the
closure decision for Norton AFB. Retaining this property is not a reuse
proposal; the Air Force requires the housing to support its mission. There is a

shortage of affordable housing for Air Force personnel stationed in the U
region.

6.16 Comment: The development or redevelopment of Norton AFB land by private enterprise 3
or public agencies within the IVDA redevelopment area must be consistent
with the objectives of the IVDA's Redevelopment Plan. (13-3, 13-7)

Response: If the area is officially designated as a redevelopment district and the
Redevelopment Plan is legally adopted by the affected jurisdictions,
development of Norton AFB property will have to conform with the 3
provisions of that and all other applicable ordinances. The ultimate
redevelopment of Norton AFB property is not under the Air Force's control.
The EIS simply examines a range of possibilities to characterize the potential

environmental consequences subsequent to disposal.

U
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6.17 Comment: The need for on-base residential development to support the project is not

supportable, when the job-related in-migration is estimated to be about
30 percent. (13-12)

Response: Residential land uses were included in some of the alternatives analyzed to
provide a range of impact analysis. This is reasonable, given the availability
of residential and recreational facilities on base and the general demand for
housing in the region. Redevelopment projects. including others in the arm
(e.g., East Valley Corridor Specific Plan), frequently include a mix of land
uses including residential. Among other things, such a mix promotes
transportation and air quality goals to reduce commuting distances. This
does not preclude the IVDA from developing alternate plans to meet the

i needs of the community.

6.18 Comment: Mining can cause a visual scarring of the environment. (14-5)

I Response: Section 4.2.2.3 of the EIS indicates that aggregate mining has a potential for
adverse visual impacts on residential areas.

I
i
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7.0 TRANSPORTATION 3
7.1 Comment: Upgrading and reconstruction of roadways would need to be done as the

reuse is accomplished, instead of at the ultimate time. The expense would I
be considerable. (1-13, 16-2)

Response: Upgrades to on-base and off-base roadways were included in the I
construction assumptions for each alternative.

7.2 Comment: A full traffic impact study is needed to evaluate and mitigate the impacts of I
each reuse alternative. (6-1)

Response: The EIS evaluates impacts to the extent practicable given the conceptual n
nature of the reuse alternatives. More detailed studies may be required by
reuse proponents once reuse plans have been more thoroughly defined. 3

7.3 Comment: Alabama Street is currently four lanes and the city of Redlands draft General
Plan requires widening of Alabama Street to six lanes. (9-16) 3

Response: Section 4.2.3.1 has been clarified to include the East Valley Corridor Specific
Plan which requires six lanes for Alabama between Palmetto and the Santa
Ana Wash.

7.4 Comment: Widening and improvements to Alabama Street should be included as
mitigation measures for traffic that would result from the Airport with Mixed I
Use Alternative. (9-17)

Response: Mitigation measures have been added to Sections 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.3.3.

7.5 Comment: The baseline discussion concerning truck traffic conditions at closure is
unclear. (9-22)

Response: Section 3.2.3.1 has been revised to clarify that truck traffic on key local
roads in the immediate vicinity of Norton AFB will be reduced from 3
preclosure conditions.

7.6 Comment: The EIS should analyze impacts on intersection capacities. (9-35, 9-39) 3
Response: The analysis of each roadway segment included consideration of any

constraints posed by the intersections along that segment. A separate
analysis to determine intersection capacities requires detailed engineering
data, which is beyond the scope of this document.

I
I
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7.7 Comment: Traffic impacts should be analyzed under the standards set forth in local
plans, and street improvements should not be recommended if such
improvements conflict with local circulation plans. (9-36)

Response: The transportation analysis did use standards in local plans. The
improvements recommended have generally already been identified in those
plans. Section 4.2.3 has been revised to clarify that traffic impacts requiring
street improvements would be implemented consistent with local and
regional plans.

17.8 Comment: The EIS cannot reasonably fulfill its function as an environmental analysis

document if the analysis of regional transportation impacts concludes that
the impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives on regional
transportation facilities are not "substantial," and therefore do not require
mitigation, merely because these facilities will operate at level of service "F"I without base reuse. (9-37)

Response: The analysis in the EIS is adequate for the nature of the decision which is
disposal. Section 4.2.3.1 (Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures)
addresses mitigation measures specific to regional impacts on 1-10 at the
Tippecanoe Interchange identified in the analysis. Mitigation of impacts at
the 1-215 and Mill Street Interchange have been added to these sections.
The contribution from base reuse to these existing problems is not enough to
have serious traffic consequences in itself. The cumulative impact of all

traffic generations in the region is serious.

7.9 Comment: The analysis of public transportation impacts is not sufficient because the
EIS does not support its conclusions regarding impacts. (9-38)

Response: The analysis of reuse alternatives is sufficient for the Air Force decision,
which is disposal of the property. Public transportation was not identified as

a significant issue.

7.10 Comment: The roadway mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.2.3.1 are not

sufficiently specific to fully understand the extent of roadway improvements
required. Additional mitigation should be added. (9-40, 9-41, 9-42, 9-43)

Response: The information included in the EIS is sufficient to understand the potential
consequences of disposal of base property. Engineering studies will be
required to determine how roadway improvements should be specifically
implemented. This level of detail is beyond the scope of the EIS. Additional

mitigation measures addressing mass transit, ride sharing, and some
roadway improvements have been added to the EIS. Not all suggested
improvements are required to mitigate impacts attributable to the reuse of
Norton AFB.
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7.11 Comment: Section 4.2.3.3 fails to address impacts that could be caused by truck traffic 3

from the proposed mining operation. 19-44)

Response: Section 4.2.3.3 has been revised to clarify the impact of trucks on local 5
streets.

7.12 Comment: It appears that the EIS overestimates traffic related to current base uses, and
as a result, the baseline traffic volume after base closure is underestimated. I
(9-45)

Response: The projected 61-percent decrease in traffic along Alabama at base closure I
incorporates several factors, including decreased traffic due to base closure,
increased traffic due to population growth, and changes in the traffic
circulation, such as the completion of SR-30. The assumptions used to U
predict the traffic at base closure were coordinated with the SANBAG.

7.13 Comment: The EIS traffic analysis should include an analysis of the impacts from U
potential new intersections along Alabama Street, the extension of California
Street, and the construction of a new east-west street in the vicinity of the
Santa Ana River (9-461.

Response: The transportation analysis was based on data that were made available
during scoping and subsequent data collection. These data included local
and regional land use and circulation plans that were current and available at
the time of analysis. These potential new intersections were not identified in
the East Valley Corridor Development Plan.

7.14 Comment: The assumption for roadway segment improvements cited in Section 4.2.3
should be validated with the description of the specific future project or of I
the specific enforceable mechanism to ensure implementation of these
assumptions. (11-46)

Response: The Congestion Management Agency (SANBAG) is preparing a Congestion
Management Plan as required by Proposition 111. The roadway
improvements identified in Chapter 2 were coordinated with SANBAG. U

7.15 Comment: Impacts to businesses and residents as a result of roadway improvements
should be addressed in the EIS. (11-47) I

Response: Business and residents along roadways identified for improvement would be
affected by (1) the change in LOS and (2) construction related to 5
improvements. The change in LOS, both with and without the
improvements, is reported in Section 4.2.3. Impacts are not expected from
construction because the improvements would be within existing roadway
rights-of-way and have already been identified in local plans. There would
be a temporary disturbance and inconvenience as with any road
improvement undertaken by local municipalities. 5
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3 7.16 Comment: The use of Transit Oriented Development (TOD) is encouraged for all
alternatives to reduce air pollution. In addition, the EIS should evaluate the
air quality benefits of modifying or phasing development of the base as a
mitigation measure to minimize traffic congestion. (11-48)

Response: This EIS includes various possible mitigation measures and is not meant to
preclude other specific mitigations as determined by reuse proponents from
being implemented. The reuse plans are not sufficiently detailed at this time
to support such an analysis, but this suggestion could be taken into
consideration during future planning.

7.17 Comment: The costs and financing of roadway improvements discussed in Chapter 2

are not discussed in the EIS. In addition Tippecanoe roadway improvements
are not included in Chapter 2 (12-4, 16-4)

Response: The costs and financing associated with roadway improvements are beyond
the scope of this EIS. Improvements to Tippecanoe Avenue are not required
for the Proposed Action and alternatives.

1 7.18 Comment: Relinquished railroad routes included in Figures 3.2-9 and 3.2-10, should be

corrected. (12-6, 12-7)

I Response: The graphics have been revised in response to the comment.

7.19 Comment: The EIS should address the Draft Congestion Management Plan and the
associated project-related impacts to the plan. (14-6)

Response: At the time of analysis, the Draft Congestion Management Plan was still

under development and was not available to be included as part of the
analysis. The text under Mitigation Measures in Section 4.2.3.1 has been3 modified to reference the recent draft.

7.20 Comment: Once the specific redevelopment plans are prepared, a detailed traffic study
must be prepared to determine all roadway improvements required for

redevelopment. Determination of necessary roadway improvements should
include involvement with the city of Highland. (14-7)

* Response: Comment noted.

IU
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8.0 AIRSPACE 3
No comments were received fot this area of concern. 5

I
U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
U
I
I
I
I
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3 9.0 UTILITIES

9.1 Comment: A comprehensive redevelopment approach (i.e., Specific Plan) will be
necessary in terms of planning for and implementing utility system upgrades.
In addition, a complete analysis and valuation will be necessary to determine3 costs and regulatory operational requirements. (1-12, 1-14, 1-34, 1-35,
12-1, 12-5, 16-5)

Response: Local municipalities and purveyors are expected to work with reuse
proponents to negotiate future infrastructure improvements.

9.2 Comment: The EIS contains insufficient information to completely analyze the existing
fire protection systems and areas, especially as they pertain to water supply
and fire code compliance. (1-24, 1-25)

UResponse: Analysis to the level of detail suggested in this comment is beyond the
scope of this EIS. These elements of engineering design will require detailed
studies subsequent to disposal in accordance with applicable local
ordinances and building codes.

9.3 Comment: Can the water supply system flow the required amounts and durations to
meet fire flow requirements and wastewater treatment requirements? (1-26,
1-32, 12-14)

5Response: Initial analysis for this EIS indicates that utility systems would be able to
meet at least minimum requirements, except as noted in the EIS. Further
engineering analysis will be needed subsequent to disposal to more precisely
define their capabilities and deficiencies based on future detailed plans.

9.4 Comment: Are the existing hydrants compatible with the surrounding area fireIdepartments and will all existing water and sprinkler systems be full flow
tested to show they meet requirements for fire protection? (1-30, 12-16,12-18)

Response: Local authorities have mutual aid agreements with Norton AFB and are
familiar with the base hydrant system and its compatibility with surrounding
systems. As facilities are inspected for occupation, after ownership of the
property has been conveyed from the Air Force to reuse proponents, flow
testing of existing base sprinkler systems will be conducted by local
authorities to determine if they meet local codes.

U
I
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9.5 Comment: The alternatives to the Proposed Action appear too optimistic with regard to 3
existing utility systems serving the development. (1-33)

Response: The EIS makes no assumptions about the acceptability of utility systems
existing on base. Whether additional upgrades will be required depends on I
more specific information about reuse than was available for the EIS.

9.6 Comment: The discussion of wastewater treatment facilities should include the capacity I
of the facilities and appropriate mitigations. (9-23, 9-47)

Response: The text has been revised to respond to this comment. m

9.7 Comment: The EIS fails to discuss the cumulative impacts on wastewater and solid
waste resources. (9-48) I

Response: The increased demand for wastewater treatment and solid waste resources

due to projected population increases was incorporated into the utility I
demand projections for each alternative as part of the "Post-Closure
projection." The project-related demands were added to these purveyors'

forecasts in the analysis and are therefore cumulative. I
9.8 Comment: Future owners of base property should make on-base wells available to local

purveyors. (9-49)

Response: Comment noted.

9.9 Comment: The discussions contained in Section 4.2.4 do not appear to address the
conservation potential of mitigation measures for the Proposed Action or any
of the alternatives. These measures should be included in the purpose and 3
need discussion as well. (9-50)

Response: The development and implementation of conservation programs which would 3
mitigate reuse impacts would be the responsibility of the reuse proponent.
The Air Force has no explicit authority to impose, as a restriction on future
land use, a requirement for conservation measures by the reuser of the

conveyed military property. Nevertheless, water conservation and recycling
and/or reuse of inert demolition wastes are recommended in the discussion
of mitigation measures in Section 4.2.4.1. 3

9.10 Comment: The EIS fails to provide the status of the on-base Industrial Waste Treatment
Plant (IWTP) at closure and under the reuse alternatives. (11-25) 3

Response: Section 3.2.4.2, Wastewater, has been revised to include the base IWTP. I
I
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3 9.11 Comment: Upon base disposal, all solid waste collection will revert to the city of San
Bernardino's Public Services Refuse Division. (12-10)

5 Response: Comment noted.

9.12 Comment: The base closure and subsequent redevelopment will have varied effects on3state-mandated solid waste planning and recycling programs. (12-11)

Response: Local municipalities and the reuse proponents are expected to work together5to negotiate future infrastructure responsibilities and requirements.

9.13 Comment: The EIS fails to adequately address the size, age, and condition of all
infrastructure and utilities and erroneously assumes that utility services and

transportation routes will be allowed by the city of San Bernardino to be
converted from military to civilian use without substantial upgrades. (13-8)

SResponse: The level of detail provided in the analysis is sufficient for the Air Force

decision which is disposal. The assumptions used in the EIS are based on
available information on utility and transportation systems. The EIS
acknowledges that some systems may need to be upgraded by the reuse
proponents. Whether additional upgrades will be required depends on how
reuse plans are implemented. The City of San Bernardino Development Code
sets forth standards for new and modified development. Until a Specific
Plan or actual proposal is prepared, it is not possible to predict either the5 Icirculation pattern or the specific utility system needs of the area.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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10.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE MANAGEMENT 3
10.1 Comment: Concern was expressed regarding delays in the conveyance of property due o

to Installation Restoration Program schedules and actions of various federal
agencies. (1-2, 11-8, 14-2)

Response: The status and schedule of IRP remedial actions may influence U
redevelopment and future developers of Norton AFB properties. To assist
readers in comprehending the potential for delay from IRP site activities, the
FFA schedule has been included in the EIS. The EIS does acknowledge that
delays may occur in the disposal of IRP sites. The future developers of
Norton AFB must integrate their reuse plans with realities of future remedial
activities. The parties to the FFA will all be sources of information for
potential developers in addition to information already available at local
libraries. 3
The Air Force, through the IRP, will assess the feasibility of land use at
contaminated sites under the CERCLA process and will make that
information available to the public. The DMT, charged with remediation and I
transfer of properties, will make decisions regarding contaminated site
access and security as required. In accordance with the FFA, the parties to
that agreement will also be kept informed of actions concerning reuse of
property which is subject to, or which affects, remedial activities.

10.2 Comment: Concern was expressed regarding responsibility, funding, and schedule of I
restoration activities. (1-3)

Response: The DMT will oversee all site remedial activities. In fiscal years 1991 and 3
1992 funds were appropriated by Congress to the Defense Base Closure
Account for environmental restoration at closing or closed military facilities.
Future funding for remediation will most likely be appropriated through I
similar authorization acts. The FFA schedule for Norton AFB is included in
Section 3.3.3 of the EIS.

10.3 Comment: What are the results of the comprehensive asbestos survey, who will be
responsible for demolition and renovation of structures with asbestos
containing materials, and what impacts will result from such activity? (1-4,
11-12, 11-13, 12-8)

Response: Results of the asbestos survey of Norton AFB are available for review by 3
appointment through the Norton AFB CARE Office (63AW/CARE
Building S2). The Air Force will remove ACM which poses an immediate
risk, but not ACM which is adequately protected to preclude fibers from 3
becoming airborne. Prior to conveyance of facilities, information on the
locations of all ACM will be provided to the future owner. The future owner

I
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will be responsible for compliance with aN applicable abestos reaulations
and for considering delay due to abatement operations in their reuse plans.

5 The asbestos survey results are voluminous and not practical to include in
the E(S. They are incorporated in the EIS by reference, as recommended in
40 CFR 1502.21.

l 10.4 Comment: The recent discovery of phenol treatment problems from the wastewater
treatment plant should be included in the EIS as well as possible mitigation

i measures. 01-6)

Response: The problem was due to a mechanical malfunction, which has since been
corrected. The Air Force is in the process of preparing a closure plan for the
IWTP.

10.5 Comment: Some underground storage tanks may not be compatible with base reuse.
Removal and deactivation could result in a large expenditure for the base
reuse developer. (1-15, 16-6)

i Response: The Air Force will remove USTs that are not in compliance with current
regulations.

3 10.6 Comment: Will the new owner have the benefit of the waiver from the county of San
Bernardino DEHS (expires in 1998) which allows the base to postpone
compliance with leak detection, spill and overspill prevention, and cathodic
protection? (1-16, 16-7)

Response: All USTs which are not in compliance with current regulations will be
removed prior to disposal, so the DEHS waiver will no longer be required.

10.7 Comment: The cost to deal with asbestos removal and other building code rehabilitation
activities should be included in the study, including the cost of lost time in
reoccupying those facilities. (1-23)

3 Response: The costs of asbestos removal and code rehabilitation activities will be the
responsibility of the new owner once a reuse plan has been determined.
Cost of removal is not relevant to the environmental analysis.

10.8 Comment: The EIS contains no evaluation of the significance of impacts on people
occupying potential base reuses with regard to storage tanks, asbestos,5 PCBs, and pesticide usage. (9-51)

Response: The Air Force will remove all USTs not in compliance with current
regulations, and there will be no federally regulated PCB-contaminated
equipment on base at closure. The Air Force will remove all ACM which
poses an immediate threat to human health and safety. Use of pesticides on
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Norton AFB is regulated to protect public safety. Given these safeguards, no
significant impacts are expected. I

10.9 Comment: Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4 appear to analyze hazardous waste
management impacts based upon a "pre-closure baseline, contrary to the d
general approach of the EIS. (9-52)

Response: The analyses in Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3. and 4.3.4 are consistent with the
general approach in the EIS which bases analysis on a closure baseline. For
ease of discussion, the impacts expected due to the alternatives are
compared to those of the Proposed Action in these sections.

Text changes have been incorporated comparing the Hazardous Waste
Management in Section 4.3.4 under the Non-Aviation Alternative to the I
closure baseline.

10.10 Comment: Section 4.3.3 contains no evaluation of the significance of hazardous waste I
generation from the proposed aggregate mining operation. (9-53)

Response: The analysis provided is consistent with the general approach of the EIS. U
This EIS assumes that the aggregate reuse proponent will comply with all
applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations. The types
of hazardous waste expected to be generated by aggregate mining would be I
similar to that generated by other industrial activities discussed. The mining
operation is not expected to generate any unique types or quantities of
hazardous waste.

10.11 Comment: Section 4.3.5 "other land use concepts" does not address the significance of
hazardous materials impacts. (9-54)

Response: Section 4.3.5 has been revised to more completely address the use of
hazardous materials from other land use concepts. The EIS describes i
potential impacts in terms of their context and intensity in Section 4.3.5.

10.12 Comment: The EIS should include more detailed IRP information on the status of site
investigation activities, remediation alternatives, results of past and current
IRP studies as well as mentioning future/proposed studies. (11-1, 11-23,
11-30, 11-32)

Response: The EIS incorporates sufficient information on the IRP status upon which the
decision maker can make a reasonable decision on how to dispose of the
property. The known extent of contamination is described in Section 3.3.3
and potential conflicts with proposed future land uses are described in
Section 4.3. In addition the quantity of available IRP literature and
information is too extensive to include in this EIS. Section 3.3.3 provides
the location of the administrative record, and Appendix L provides a list of

I
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SaIRP documents available for public review that were used in summarizing
information within this document.

5 10.13 Comment: The EIS should document Lockheed's compliance with RCRA requirements,

including accurate and current permit numbers. (11-3. 11-11, 11-28)

Response: The SCAOMD and DEHS have recently renewed the permits issued to the
Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Center. The new dates of expiration have
been Incorporated into the EIS.

10.14 Comment: The EIS should include the most recent information regarding the TCE
groundwater contamination plume and Air Force plans to address the3 problem. (11-4. 11-18, 11-26

Response: The delineation of the TCE plume has been updated in the document. Future
impact to water resources is unknown at this time but is the subject of

ongoing investigations. The results of these investigations will be available
to the public through the IRP process.

I 10.15 Comment: A discussion of risk, based on the decision process of the IRP, should be
included in the EIS. (11-7)

I Response: Section 4.3.1 provides the reader with an understanding of risk assessment
and explains the potential that some IRP sites may not allow certain land

* uses.

10.16 Comment: The EIS should include comments stating that other aspects of IRP activities,3 not just remedial design, may restrict future development. (11-9)

Response: The extent of contamination at IRP sites has not yet been delineated. The
EIS provides the reader with a summary of IRP sites and discusses some

general restrictions or delays to redevelopment in areas adjacent to
contaminated sites. This discussion takes into account the time needed for
remedial action which includes additional soil and water sampling, limitations

on land use to allow monitoring/extraction well usage, etc.

10.17 Comment: The EIS should explain how the Air Force will deal with previously unknown

contamination that could be discovered during reuse construction and
demolition operations or remediation of existing IRP sites. (11 -1, 11-24)

3 Response: The Air Force will not dispose of properties requiring remediation from

federal control prior to satisfaction of CERCLA Section 120(h). Also,
properties containing contaminated parcels or adjacent parcels will not be
lesed if such a lease would interfere with the timeliness or effectiveness of

required site remediation or pose an unacceptable risk to human health or
the environment. If the Air Force will need easements or access to leased or
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conveyed properties, then the appropriate caveats will be included in the 3
disposal or lease documents.

Unknown Air Force-generated contamination discovered during remediation 3
of existing IRP sites or discovered after disposal of property will be property
remediated by the Air Force pursuant to CERCLA 120(h).

10.18 Comment: Table S-2 should be amended to describe the entire central-base area as I
being impacted by the TCE plume. (11-16)

Response: Table S-2 has been revised to indicate that conveyance of some parcels may
be delayed by remedial activities. Ongoing IRP studies are being performed
to determine the extent of contamination and remediation alternatives.

10.19 Comment: The EIS should specify which asbestos-containing structures will be
demolished by Lockheed or any other interim user and how hazardous waste

and materials will be treated and disposed by interim users. (11-17)

Response: The Air Force is not aware of any contemplated demolition by Lockheed or

any other interim user. Interim users are expected to manage their I
hazardous waste and materials according to the same standards as the
long-term reuse proponents. 3

10.20 Comment: The EIS should discuss handling of hazardous wastes during IRP remediation
activities, as well as incorporate text discussing the Air Force's commitment
to on-site waste treatment. (11-19)

Response: Since the RI/FS is currently under way, it is premature to discuss the
handling of wastes generated by IRP remedial actions and to commit to I
on-site treatment of these wastes, although that treatment is preferable.

10.21 Comment: The EIS should discuss how potential impacts to remediation goals may be 3
affected by the reuse decision. (11-21)

Response: Remediation goals may be affected by reuse decisions, and the converse is 3
also true, i.e., that reuse decisions may be affected by remediation goals.
These planning issues will continue to come to the attention of Air Force

decision makers, developers, and the public during both the disposal process I
and the IRP process.

As the IRP progresses, proposed remedial actions and their rationales will be 3
presented to the Air Force decision maker and the public under CERCLA

procedures in time to allow consideration of costs, feasibility, and
anticipated outcome. The information provided in this EIS includes a
summary of a process already established under CERCLA. Future knowledge
about contaminated parcels will no doubt become a more integral part of the
evaluation of reuse options among developers and the public. However, 3
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3 based on the best available information at this time, the EIS provides

sufficient data to allow a reasoned understanding of potential delays to
redevelopment and environmental effects that may result if one action is
pursued over another in the future.

10.22 Comment: A discussion in the EIS needs to be included regarding levels of radon in the
groundwater which exceed the Maximum Contamination Level and Air Force
plan to remediate this condition. 111-21)

Response: Norton AFB recently concluded a study to determine the source of highI concentrations of radionuclides in the local groundwater. The report
indicated that these concentrations occur naturally in the area and are not3 caused by past or present Air Force activities.

10.23 Comment: Revise description of Norton AFB's placement on NPL. Norton AFB was
placed on the NPL due to extensive groundwater contamination, not solely
on the groundwater contamination in the northeast section of the base.
111-29)

I Response: Revisions to text have been incorporated into the document.

10.24 Comment: The EIS should state that the Air Force will comply with SCAQMD Rule
1166 which mandates air monitoring during excavation and to cease
operations when contaminated soil is detected. The Air Force must comply
with applicable regulations, field sampling, and quality assurance/control
protocols. (11-33)

Response: The Air Force does not intend to demolish or renovate any facilities at
Norton AFB for the purposes of reuse; therefore, compliance with Rule 1166
will be the responsibility of future owners and should be considered in their

3- reuse plan.

10.25 Comment: Cite regulations regarding PCBs under the Federal Toxic Substance Control
Act. (11-60)

Response: Revisions to the text have been incorporated into the document.

10.26 Comment: It is unclear who would be responsible for providing training of emergency
staff to support mutual aid agreements. (15-1)

3 Response: This issue will be the responsibility of each jurisdiction participating in any
agreement made after closure of the base.

I
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10.27 Comment: Groundwater contamination has migrated off bae toward the city Of

Riverside's municipal wells. The Air Force can minimize concerns by
mitigating all groundwater and soils contamination attributed to past Air
Force activities, in the vicinity of Norton AFB. (18-1 ) I

Response: The Air Force has currently installed a pilot pump and treat groundwater
treatment system at Norton AFB to remediate the source area TCE
groundwater contamination. This system is currently in operation. An RI/FS
has been completed at Norton AFB determining the extent of contamination
and identifing all necessary remediation activities. The Air Force will retain
responsibility for compliance under CERCLA for contamination from past Air
Force activities.

10.28 Comment: Quantities of hazardous materials utilized under the Proposed Action may be U
greater than quantities currently utilized by the Air Force, and managing
these materials would be the responsibility of multiple users. (18-2) 1

Response: Comment noted.

10.29 Comment: The Air Force should immediately delineate and mitigate the base landfill, as I
it may be used by aggregate mining operations (IRP Site 2). (1 8-3)

Response: The extent of contamination and boundary delineation for the base landfill, I
like all IRP sites on base, will be addressed by current remedial activities.
Accelerating the delineation and remediation of the base landfill are not

necessary at this time, as there has been no decision that the property will I
be used for aggregate mining.

10.30 Comment: IRP concerns and issues were raised during the scoping process that were 3
determined to be beyond the scope of this EIS. (1 8-4)

Response: These concerns are most appropriately resolved within the context of the 3
IRP. The IRP is a separate process similar, in many ways, to that followed
by this EIS and allows public comment. Figure 3.3-1 provides a summary of

the IRP process.

10.31 Comment: Norton AFB should comply with all leak detection, spill and over-spill
prevention, and cathodic protection prior to closure, rather than waiting until 5
the DEHS waiver expires. (18-5)

Response: The expense of such an undertaking is unwarranted and not required by law 3
because noncomplying USTs will be removed prior to disposal of base
property.

I
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3 11.0 SOILS AND GEOLOGY

11.1 Comment: The EIS provides no support for its conclusion that the individual and
cumulative impacts on aggregate resources will be insubstantial. (9-55)

3 Response: The impact analysis is based on data provided by the California Division of
Mines and Geology and the expected project-related demand. The California
Division of Mines and Geology indicated there is approximately a 33-year
supply of aggregate resources available in the greater San-Bernardino-
Riverside region from existing permitted aggregate operations. These
permitted areas represent about 4 percent of the available resources in the
region. The project-related and cumulative aggregate demands can be
accommodated by these existing permitted aggregate resources and
additional potential resources.

1 11.2 Comment: The mitigation measures concerning liquefaction should require developers to
comply with recommendations contained in the required site-specific

I geotechnical report. (9-56)

Response: The responsibility for adequate and proper geotechnical engineering and
building design lies with the future owners of the property and local
permitting authorities. At the time of planning for the development of the
proposed project, it would be appropriate for the project proponent to
coordinate with the appropriate state and local agencies to ensure public
safety.

IU
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12.0 WATER RESOURCES I

12.1 Comment: The EIS should indicate that new development on the base will be subject to

potential flooding between 1994 and the completion of the Seven Oaks Dam
Project in 1997. After completion, any development may still require a
study for flooding. (1-10, 6-5, 6-8, 12-9, 16-1) 3

Response: The text has been revised to indicate that the base is susceptible to flooding
and the reuse proponent may need to perform specific studies to ensure 3
proper construction engineering and design.

12.2 Comment: In order to solve local drainage problems on the base, a comprehensive
drainage system will need to be installed during implementation of the
selected reuse plan. (1-11, 6-6, 16-2)

Response: The need for, or extent of, new drainage systems can be more accurately I
determined as the new user develops more specific reuse plans for the base.

12.3 Comment: The redevelopment plan should address flood hazards and consider possible I
protection measures, and impacts of increased flows created/generated by
new development on downstream properties. (6-2, 6-3)

Response: Redevelopment plans, including properly engineered flood control systems,
are the responsibility of the reuse proponent and appropriate state and local
agencies. The text has been revised to expand the discussion of existing
flooding hazards.

12.4 Comment: In Sections 4.4.2.1-4.4.2.4, Surface Water, the term "Storm Sewer" should I
be changed to "Storm Drain". (6-4)

Response: The text has been revised (see Sections 4.4.2.1 through 4.4.2.4). I

12.5 Comment: The EIS should evaluate the significance of stormwater runoff impacts to

surface and groundwater resources. (9-57) U
Response: The EIS describes potential impacts of storm water runoff in terms of their

context and intensity in Section 4.4.2, allowing the reader to reach a I
conclusion as to significance.

12.6 Comment: It is inappropriate for the EIS to conclude that the Proposed Action and 3
alternatives will not have a major impact on groundwater resources. (9-58)

Response: This statement has been deleted from the document. Section 4.4.2 states 3
that the demand for water will exceed groundwater availability with or with
out reuse of Norton AFB. The SBVMWD has been investigating ways to
supplement groundwater sources to meet the current and projected water
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3 demand projections. The EIS identifies several potential mitigations for the

impacts to water resources.

5 12.7 Comment: The "assumed procedures that would be used to mitigate aggregate mining

operations should be required as mitigation measures. 19-59)

Response: It is assumed that the aggregate mining activities would be in accordance
with applicable local, county, state, and federal standards and permitting
requirements (e.g., SMARA of 1975), a function of regulatory agencies

outside the Air Force. Since mining cannot occur without these permits,
compliance is a reasonable assumption. (8-59)

12.8 Comment: Section 3.4.2.2 states that groundwater contamination including TCE and
PCE has been identified on base as well as in areas upgradient to the base.

The EIS should also be corrected to state that Norton AFB is the source of
the TCE groundwater contamination within the central base area. (11-31)

Response: Text revisions have been made to reflect the comment.

I 12.9 Comment: Since trichloroethylene groundwater contamination has been discovered on

base, the EIS should further discuss the quality of water available for the
reuse alternatives on base, including current water quality data for the on-

base water wells. (11-49)

Response: Measurement of the degree and extent of groundwater contamination is
ongoing, and remediation activities will be implemented prior to base
disposal. Therefore, a detailed discussion on projected groundwater quality
in the Norton AFB vicinity is not possible at this time. Sections 3.3 and

3.4.2 provide readers with a summary of available information regarding
current groundwater quality and Sections 4.3 and 4.4.2 provide a summary
of the potential effects on groundwater quality from subsequent reuse. In
addition, contamination from previous Air Force activities will be mitigated
through the IRP in compliance with applicable CERCLA Section 120
requirements. The EIS includes a list of IRP documents available for review

which may give additional insight to water quality and the scope of the Air
Force's CERCLA program.

3 12.10 Comment: The feasibility and costs (economic and environmental) for supplemental
water sources should be included in the EIS. (11-50)

Response: Section 4.4.2 states that the SBVMWD is investigating ways to supplement

the groundwater supply to meet current and future water demands. The
costs and specific plans associated with the delivery of this supplemental
water source are beyond the scope of this EIS. This is an issue that must be

worked by the reuse proponent or water purveyor.

I
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13.0 AIR QUALITY

13.1 Comment: Air pollution from existing vehicular traffic is affecting residents nearby the
base. (1-9)

Response: Particular problems should be identified to legal agencies for resolution. The
CCAA requires severe nonattainment areas such as the SCAB to have no net I
increase in vehicle emissions after 1997 (Health and Safety Code
40920(a)12)). The primary control strategies currently being developed and
implemented by the state and local air districts to reduce mobile source
emissions include measures to reduce tailpipe emissions; the use of clean,
less-polluting fuels; and reducing the number and length of vehicle trips.
These strategies, in combination with programs such as ride sharing, work
week reductions and flextime, parking management, transit improvements,
and growth management, are expected to be successful in counteracting the
effects of increased traffic from population growth and reuse of Norton AFB.

13.2 Comment: The discussion of construction-related air pollutant emissions does not
provide an accurate assessment of the impacts on surrounding communities.
The EIS ignores emissions produced by construction equipment and fails to
discuss how increased particulates affect surrounding uses. (9-60, 19-2,
19-4, 19-15)

Response: Potential fugitive dust emissions due to construction have been analyzed and
incorporated into Section 4.4.3.1 of the EIS. Combustive emissions from I
construction equipment are included in the overall per-capita emissions
estimated from using the AQMP inventory forecasts and projections of future
base reuse alternative populations (see Appendix I).

Particulate emissions from construction activities would be limited, by
SCAQMD Rule 403, to 50 pg/Mi when determined as the difference I
between upwind and downwind samples collected in high volume samplers
at the property line. This limitation would be health protective and would be
met by implementing the construction activity mitigation measures presented I
in Section 4.4.3 of the EIS.

Additional construction phase mitigation measures have been added to
Section 4.4.3 of the EIS to identify ways to reduce equipment emissions and
particulate emissions.

13.3 Comment: The EIS should evaluate cumulative air quality impacts. The EIS should
analyze the collective or combined effect of both the project in question and
other nearby projects. (9-61, 19-11, 19-17)

I
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Response: The EIS addresses cumulative effects to air quality. The EIS indicates that,

unless the project-related emissions of NOx, ROG, PM10, and CO are
mitigated and offset fully, their cumulative impact with emissions from other3 sources could delay the reaching of attainment of state standards for 03,

CO, and PM10 and minimally delay reaching attainment of federal standards
for PM,0 levels for these pollutants. This cumulative impact on air quality in
the SCAB would exist under all alternatives except the No-Action
Alternative, unless successful mitigation and offsetting occurs. This EIS has
been prepared to comply with NEPA which applies to federal actions. The
analysis in the EIS indicates the magnitude of the potential problem and
provides the Air Force with the information needed to make a decision
regarding disposal. In all probability, follow-on environmental analysis will
need to be conducted by reuse proponents to comply with CEQA, once
development plans have been sufficiently defined to allow a meaningful
detailed analysis.

1 13.4 Comment: No mitigation is suggested in Sections 4.4.3.1, 4.4.3.2, and 4.4.3.3 to
address NO2 concentrations which will exceed one hour and annual
standards. (9-62)

Response: Air quality modeling of aircraft operations and vehicle traffic contained in the
DEIS indicated that NO 2 standards would be exceeded. However, these

results were based on ozone limiting method calculations which assumed
that 10 percent of emitted NO, would be converted to NO 2 while conversion
of the remaining 90 percent would be dependent upon ozone background
concentrations. This method ignores the fact that conversion would be time
dependent and potentially take place many miles from the location of the
original emissions. For this FEIS it was therefore determined that it would be
more appropriate to evaluate NO 2 impact on a regional basis rather than on a
local scale. As shown in Section 4.4.3.1, reuse-related emission increases

of NO 2 in the SCAB will not interfere with efforts of the SCAQMD to attain
the NO 2 state and federal standards.

13.5 Comment: The EIS should evaluate the significance of the difference between3particulate emissions caused by alternatives involving mining operations, and
particulate emissions caused by other alternatives. (9-63, 14-4)

3 Response: Particulate and other emissions associated with the mining operations are

calculated and included in Table 4.4-11 for the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative. Information on the specific pollutant contributions of the mining3 operations are contained in Appendix I.

I
I
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13.6 Comment: A commitment to mitigate potential air quality impacts should be made in

advance of project initiation. The Air Force should consider all mitigation
measures identified in the EIS and all other mitigation measures that are
subsequently identified. The EIS should then discuss which mitigation
measures will be implemented, by whom, and determine the level of I
emissions which will remain. Mitigation monitoring procedures and/or
techniques must be discussed and provided in the EIS to ensure that these
measures can and will actually be implemented. (11-5, 19-23)

Response: The purpose of this EIS is to assist the Air Force in making a decision

concerning disposal of Norton AFB property. While the document identifies I
potential mitigation measures that might be considered by a number of
entities, the EIS and/or the ensuing ROD can only make commitments to
mitigations which will be implemented by the Air Force. The Air Force is not
planning to undertake any development at Norton AFB. Appropriate
mitigation measures will need to be identified and implemented by entities

who acquire Norton AFB property and make specific development proposals.
These procedures could be considered by local and regional jurisdictions,
such as the AQMD, which have the necessary authority to enforce the
measures.

13.7 Comment: An interagency agreement or Memorandum of Understanding should be
considered to ensure Federal compliance with the CAA and timely State I
submittal to EPA of adequate attainment plans. (11-6) (11-43)

Response: The Air Force encourages the applicable regulatory agencies and potential 3
property recipients to discuss how local redevelopment of base property

should be planned to best meet environmental objectives. The Air Force
does not need to enter into an interagency agreement or memorandum of I
understanding to meet its compliance requirements under the Clean Air Act.

13.8 Comment: EPA requests additional information on the Air Force's EDMS modeling
system in order to compare it to their own approved models. (11-38)

Response: Information on the EDMS model has been provided to U.S. EPA Region IX.

13.9 Comment: The EIS should address the consistency of the projected emissions with the

California Clean Air Act attainment plan and provide a full description of
modeling assumptions. (11-39, 11-41)

Response: A full description of modeling assumptions is provided in Appendix I. For

conformity with regional plans, see response to Comment 13.11.

13.10 Comment: EPA disagrees with the approach that the Air Force takes in considering

construction activities as being temporary activities, especially in regard to

estimating uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions. Temporary sources are not
specifically exempted from consideration under the CAA. (11-40)
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Response: Potential emissions from construction activities have been analyzed an

incorporated into the EIS. Appropriate mitigation measures that can
minimize fugitive dust and other construction-related emissions have been
included in the EIS in Section 4.4.3.1. (See also the response to Comment
13.2).

13.11 Comment: The EIS does not fully address conformity to air quality plans. Federal
agencies are required by the CAA to assure that actions conform to an
approved implementation plan (Section 176[c] CAA). (11-42)

I Response: The Air Force has prepared a separate draft conformity determination that
will be provided to the U.S. EPA, the state, and other applicable regulatory
agencies for review and comment. The Air Force will comply with its
Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act prior to property disposition.

13.12 Comment: The EIS did not estimate average daily construction-related air quality
impacts for CO, NOx, and ROG. The District's daily thresholds of
significance are 550 pounds for CO, 100 pounds for NOx, and 75 pounds
for ROG. (19-3)

Response: The data needed to calculate detailed construction emissions (number and
types of equipment, construction schedule, equipment operating hours and
load factors, etc.) are not available at this level of analysis and will not be
available until reuse plans are more firmly established. Fugitive construction
dust emissions are estimated in this analysis based on the expected amount
of disturbed surface area associated with the reuse alternatives. Combustive
emissions from construction are estimated on a per-capita basis using data
from the AQMP inventory forecasts and projections of future populations
associated with each reuse alternative. See Section 4.4.3.1 and Appendix I
for more details on the construction emission estimate.

313.13 Comment: The EIS needs to address toxic emissions that could have an impact on
sensitive receptors. If toxic emissions are identified, they must be quantified
to the extent possible. (19-5, 19-19)

Response: Reuse activities which require a new or modified Permit to Construct or
Permit to Operate from the District will be subject to Regulation XIV (Toxics
and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants) which specifies the limits for maximum
individual cancer risk and estimated excess cancer cases, and the
requirements for the use of Best Available Control Technology for Toxics
(T-BACT). The permit shall be denied unless the applicant can quantify the
amount of potential toxic emissions and demonstrate that their release would
not result in: (1) a maximum individual cancer risk greater than one in one
million (1 x 10(0) at any receptor location, if the permit unit is constructed
without T-BACT; (2) a maximum individual cancer risk greater than ten in
one million (1 x 106) at any receptor location, if the permit unit is
constructed with T-BACT; or (3) greater than 0.5 excess cancer cases in the
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population subject to a risk of greater than one in one million (1 x 104). At
this time, none of the reuse plans have identified any potential toxic
emission sources.

13.14 Comment: Based on the nature of general commercial and industrial land uses, there is
a potential for "area sources* to occur on site, such as gas stations, dry
cleaning, eating, and printing establishments, among others, that could emit
reactive organic gases and particulates. The EIS did not analyze or quantify
the potential emissions from likely area sources. (19-6)

Response: Potential area sources have been included in the Air Emissions Inventory in I
Appendix I. It is premature to calculate emissions from likely area sources in
a more detailed manner at this time because specific project details are not

available.

13.15 Comment: The SCAOMD recommends that all feasible and appropriate mitigation

measures and applicable control measures contained in the 1991 Air Quality
Management Plan be incorporated into the Specific Plan as development
regulations or action strategies to ensure that the Reuse Plan maintains high
air quality standards. (19-7, 19-16)

Response: The development of a Specific Plan will occur after disposal and is outside
the Air Force's authority. The District's recommendations will need to be I
taken into consideration by the city of San Bernardino in approving the
Specific Plan when it is submitted in accordance with city regulations and

procedures.

13.16 Comment: The data in the EIS does not support the conclusion that emissions from
mobile sources do not have the potential to generate a significant impact.
The EIS clearly shows that ROG, CO, and NOx emissions from the project

will substantially exceed the "significant threshold criteria* established by
the SCAQMD. (19-8)

Response: The EIS does not claim that mobile source emissions will not generate a
significant impact. Mobile source emissions associated with reuse I
alternatives were calculated and included as part of the total emissions

reported in Tables 4.4-5, 4.4-7, 4.4-9, and 4.4-11. It was concluded in the
EIS that reuse emissions could possibly delay attainment of the state 3
standards for 03, CO, and PM10 and the federal standards for PM1 ,.
Emissions of NO,, ROG, CO, and PM10 would therefore have to be mitigated
to the fullest extent possible, and the remainder offset by the reduction of

emissions from other sources.

I
I
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13.17 Comment: The EIS assumes the SCAQMD will impose a variety of control measures on

indirect and area sources to reach and maintain attainment of project
emission thresholds. The SCAQMD is not soley responsible to apply control
measures; other government agencies, public sector and private sector
entities are also responsible. (19-9)

Response: It was assumed that appropriate regulatory agencies, not just the SCAOMD,
would impose the necessary control measures.

13.18 Comment: While some mitigation measures were identified in the EIS, others also are
feasible and must also be included where possible. 019-10, 19-18)

Response: Additional mitigation measures as suggested by the SCAQMD to reduce
emissions have been incorporated into the EIS.

13.19 Comment: The EIS did not establish why the proposed project would be environmentally
superior and have the least adverse impacts. (19-13, 19-21)

Response: There is no claim that the Proposed Action is the environmentally superior
alternative or has the least impacts. NEPA does not require the Proposed
Action, or any alternative selected by the Air Force, to be the

environmentally superior alternative.

13.20 Comment: The EIS should include all feasible and appropriate mitigation measures and a
mitigation monitoring program. (19-22)

Response: Additional mitigation measures to reduce emissions have been added to the
EIS. Mitigation monitoring programs, if required, are expected to be
developed by the property recipients and applicable air quality regulatory
agencies when specific reuse proposals are implemented.

I
I
I
I
I
I
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14.0 NOISE

14.1 Comment: The EIS does not recognize the added significance of noise impacts on very
sensitive receptors such as the hospital identified in Table 4.4-15 In the EIS. I
19-64)

Response: The Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise developed land use I
compatibility guidelines for noise. Based upon these guidelines, suggested
compatibility guidelines for evaluating land uses in aircraft noise exposure
areas were developed by the FAA. The FAA guidelines were used in this
study to determine noise impacts. See Table 3.4-8 for FAA land use
compatibility guidelines; see Table 4.4-15 for SELs at representative noise
receptors.

14.2 Comment: The management mitigation measures mentioned in the EIS will not reduce
noise impacts. (9-65)

Response: Management mitigation measures are recommendations for the new airport
proponent to use. Operational mitigation measures are not necessary, as I
aircraft noise will not exceed recommended standards.

14.3 Comment: The EIS does not recommend times for curfews nor does it address noise I
impacts to sensitive receptors during non-curfew hours. (9-66)

Response: Management mitigation measures do include the use of curfews to limit 3
aircraft noise impacts. The new airport proponent will be responsible for
setting appropriate curfew hours, as necessary.

14.4 Comment: The EIS does not recommend any mitigation measure for noise impacts as a
result of increased surface traffic. (9-67)

Response: The text has been revised to include mitigation measures for noise impacts
as a result of surface traffic.

14.5 Comment: No noise mitigations are recommended for the alternatives discussed in
Sections 4.4.4.2, 4.4.4.3, and 4.4.4.4. (9-68)

Response: Mitigation measures are not necessary for the alternative reuse plans, as
aircraft noise will not exceed recommended standards.

I
I
I
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The extent of noise exposure based on DNL contours is clearly delineated
within each alternative discussion in Section 4.4.4 and summarized In
Table 4.4-14 of the EIS. The SEL values in Table 4.4-15 were provided to
give the decision maker a clear understanding of the potential sleep
disturbance associated with possible single event overflights in the area.

However, DNL is the accepted metric for determining noise/land use

compatibility issues.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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15.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 3
15.1 Comment: There appears to be some contradiction between portions of the report with

regard to impacts on biological resources. Page S-2 indicates that the Santa
Ana Wash area would be retained as recreation/open space; however, on
page S-11 it is stated under several alternatives that there are potential
impacts on Santa Ana River wetlands, etc. (6-7)

Response: Under the Proposed Action the Santa Ana River Wash area would be
retained as recreation/open space. The 1 acre of wetland potentially
disturbed is located away from the river in the northwest corner of the base.
The Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative, however, includes some mining
in the Santa Ana Wash. Impacts to biological resources may differ from one
alternative to another due to differences in land use development.

15.2 Comment: The evaluation of biological impacts contains no analysis of impacts on the I
Gnat Catcher, the San Diego Horned Toed Uzard, and the Spiney Flower.
(9-69)

Response: The coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila ca/ifornica california) has been
recorded from the coastal slopes of the San Gabriel Mountains but is very
rare in this area (Garrett and Dunn, 1981). Preferred habitat is coastal U
scrub. None are likely to be present on Norton AFB due to rarity in this area
and past habitat alteration due to development. Any transient visitors to the
Santa Ana Wash area could avoid any project-related activities on the base I
property and thus would not be adversely affected. The San Diego horned
lizard and slender-homed spineflower were not observed on the base during

surveys conducted by the USFWS in 1990 nor during on-site surveys in
1991, and there are no records of occurrence on the base. The Proposed
Action and alternatives are unlikely to impact either species, although
aggregate mining, if permitted, would remove potential habitat.

15.3 Comment: Despite the identification of impacts to coast live oak trees and sensitive
habitat, the EIS does not recommend mitigation measures for these impacts.
(9-70) U

Response: Loss of oak trees that have been planted for landscaping could occur in all of
the development alternatives. The number of trees lost, however, would
depend on the specific development plan(s) implemented. Non-federal
parties that obtain the land and propose new development would be 3
responsible for environmental review under the CEQA and mitigation for any
impacts resulting from their proposal. Potential mitigation measures could
include retaining the existing trees (avoidance), transplanting, or replanting.3
Impacts to alluvial scrub presented in the EIS are estimates based on several
assumed development scenarios. The area that could be affected is small
for the Proposed Action and Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, and most or
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all of this could be avoided. In the Aircraft Maintenance Center and
Non-Aviation alternatives, larger areas could be affected, particularly from
aggregate mining in the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative. Again,

Sim pacts could be m inim ized or avoided. The recipients of the land wil be
responsible for further environmental review on specific development
projects as they are proposed. This will include development of mitigation
for any significant impacts.

15.4 Comment: Sections 4.4.5.1 and 4.4.5.2 do not address impacts to each of the
sensitive species identified by the EIS as potentially inhabiting the base and
the vicinity. (9-71)

Response: Impacts were discussed for those species known or likely to be present on
the base. As noted in response to comment 15.2 several other sensitive
species may be in the area but are not expected to be impacted by base3 reuse activities.

15.5 Comment: Sections 4.4.5.3 and 4.4.5.5 of the EIS state that mitigation measures
would be needed to offset the temporary loss of wetland and riparian habitat
along the Santa Ana River channel. However, the EIS does not identify such
mitigation measures. (9-72)

I Response: The mitigation measures described for the Proposed Action could apply to
these losses as was noted in Sections 4.4.5.3 and 4.4.5.5. These

m mitigations would be the responsibility of the reuse proponents.

15.6 Comment: The EIS should include mitigation measures to address the specific impacts
caused by the proximity of human population associated with housing
proposals to sensitive habitats in Section 4.4.5.4. (9-73)

Response: Mitigation for indirect impacts related to an increased human population
adjacent to sensitive habitats/species would be the responsibility of the
landowner proposing the housing development. Measures could include

fencing to prevent damage to sensitive habitats, educational programs to
make residents aware of habitat sensitivity, and formation of a preserve to
protect and possibly enhance these habitats.

3 15.7 Comment: The Air Force must ensure, prior to disposal of Norton AFB, that wetlands
are fully avoided and protected. (11-52)

Response: The Air Force's responsibilities towards protection of wetlands are contained
in EO 11990. EO 11990, Section 1, states that each federal agency shall
minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and3enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands in carrying out the
agency's responsibilities for disposal of federal lands and facilities.
Section 2(1) clarifies that the federal agencies shall avoid providing
assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless there is no
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practicable alternative and all practicable measures have been taken to 3
minimize harm to wetlands. The term 'practicable' allows consideration of
costs, logistics, technology, environmental effects, and purpose of the

project. For disposal of wetlands to non-federal parties, federal agencies wil I
identify in conveyance documents those land uses that are restricted under
applicable laws, and federal agencies will attach other appropriate land use
restrictions. i

15.8 Comment: The description of regulatory requirements for wetlands should be expanded
to note that the discharge of fill or dredged material into waters of the

United States require authorization by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
The extent of impact under the Proposed Action on jurisdictional wetlands or
waters of the United States is unclear. 411-53) 3

Response: The text has been revised to include waters of the United States in the
permit requirement. See Figure 3.4-5 for a map depicting wetlands.
Jurisdictional wetlands on the base include: (1) a drainage channel (0.9 acre)
along the northwest boundary of the base; (2) a small area (0.1 acre) along
the north-central boundary of the base; and (3) a narrow low-flow channel
(6 acres) from the Santa Ana Wash that intersects a corner of the eastern
boundary of the base.

15.9 Comment: The EIS should document potential cumulative impacts in more detail. I
(11-55)

Response: This EIS identifies potential adverse impacts of several conceptual reuse I
alternatives. The actual level of impact will depend on the specific
development projects that are undertaken, their timing, and mitigation
measures included as pert of the development. This EIS identifies the I
potential impacts so the Air Force can consider them in its disposal decision.
As the plans for redevelopment of the base become more specific, further

analysis of impacts may be required in accordance with the CEQA. I
15.10 Comment: The EIS should describe how aggregate mining may result in only a

temporary loss of wetland and wildlife habitat and include a discussion of I
proposed reclamation efforts. An alternative analysis of the aggregate
mining project should evaluate sites which do not require the discharge of fill

or dredged material into the waters of the United States. (11-56) U
Response: Aggregate mining is not included in the Proposed Action. It is evaluated as

part of a potential alternative development scenario. Until a specific mining i
plan is proposed, however, a detailed site analysis cannot be performed. To
provide information relevant to a disposal decision, the EIS identifies the
resources that could be affected by location and habitat type. This allows 3
impacts from mining within the Santa Ana Wash to be distinguished from

mining outside the wash. Under the scenarios analyzed, it would be possible
to have aggregate mining that did not require discharge of fill or dredged
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I materials into waters of the United States if excavation were confined to

areas identified outside the wash.

5 As Section 4.4.5.3, under Sensitive Habitats, indicates, mining in the Santa
Ana Wash would result in loss of wetland and riparian habitat due to
relocation of the stream channel. Because the stream is relocated but not
eliminated, it can be expected that riparian vegetation would eventually
develop along the new channel. Any proposal for mining in the Santa Ana
Wash would require a permit from the COE under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and/or Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Detailed impact

analyses, alternatives discussions, and mitigation measures would be
developed at that time.

I 15.11 Comment: The EIS should specify how endangered species will be protected. (11-57)

Response: The EIS states that the U.S. Air Force would conduct the appropriate Section
7 consultation with the USFWS for conveyance of land to private parties,
and that additional consultation by the future owners (private or federal) may
be necessary if any of their proposed developments could affect listed or
proposed species.

15.12 Comment: Mitigation is not described for potential impacts to 5 acres of Riversidean

alluvial fan sage scrub and less than 1 acre of wetland. (11-58)

Response: Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub impacts and appropriate mitigations will
be treated as endangered species habitat during consultation with the
USFWS and the CDFG. Mitigations could include avoidance or habitat
enhancement, replacement, or conservation off site. Procedures for
protecting wetlands and potential mitigation measures for the Proposed
Action are discussed under Mitigation Measures in Section 4.4.5.1 of the
EIS. Detailed mitigation for impacts to wetlands and waters of the United
States would be developed for specific development projects once they are
proposed.

I
I
I
I
I
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16.0 CULTURAL RESOURCES I

16.1 Comment: The impact of flight noise on historic structures should be recognized as
adverse and mitigation measures should be included to address the impact.

The impact of flight noise on cultural resources, such as the Redlands Bowl,
should be addressed as well. (9-24) 1

Response: Impacts associated with these noise levels are not of the magnitude
considered to cause potential damage to historic structures or the Redlands
Bowl. Analysis of land use compatibility is provided in Sections 4.2.2, Land
Use and Aesthetics, and 4.4.4, Noise.

16.2 Comment: If archaeological site CA-SBR-6096H is excavated due to mining activities, 3
the EIS should require that the excavation be overseen by a qualified
archaeologist, at the miner's expense, and that all found material be properly
catalogued and reported to the San Bernardino County Museum, in Redlands.
(9-74)

Response: Following the subsurface test and evaluation of site CA-SBR-6096H, the I
SHPO concurred with the Air Force determination that the site was ineligible
for the National Register and that no historic properties exist on Norton AFB.
Thus neither mining nor any other reuse-related activity would potentially
impact cultural resources.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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3
3 17.0 SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS

17.1 Comment: The EIS does not discuss the environmental impacts of population growth on
certain critical aspects of the man-made environment, such as housing and
school facilities, nor does it discuss how growth will affect the local plans of
any jurisdictions surrounding Norton AFB. (9-26)

Response: Population growth impacts to surrounding communities are addressed in the3 Norton AFB SIAS.

17.2 Comment: The EIS does not address the impacts of the proposed action and

3 alternatives on fire and rescue services. (9-76)

Response: Fire and rescue service impacts are addressed within the Norton AFB SIAS.

1 17.3 Comment: The EIS should provide a tentative date for publication of the SIAS and a
summary of the study's assumptions, findings, and conclusions. (11-15)

I Response: The SIAS schedule runs concurrently with the EIS schedule, and a draft was
made available to local agencies at the same time as the DEIS. Relevant
findings of the socioeconomic analysis are summarized in Section 4.2.1 of
the EIS.

17.4 Comment: There is insufficient information to completely analyze the existing fire
protection systems and their compliance with current city codes. (12-13)

Response: Discussion of fire protection systems and current city safety codes is beyond
the scope of the EIS and SIAS. The SIAS does discuss fire protection needs
of surrounding communities with regard to services provided, staffing, fire
insurance rating, and possible changes in service area and infrastructure

5 responsibility.

17.5 Comment: All alternatives, including the Proposed Action, should have similar
immediate operational job impacts from aviation related activities, however,
no immediate job credits are given to the IVDA Plan. (13-6)

3 Response: The Norton AFB Draft SIAS published in January 1992 included the most

up-to-date aviation support operational employment data provided by IVDA.
More recent employment data has come to us from IVDA since then. TheItext and graphics have been revised appropriately to reflect the new
information. While employment and population impacts will be higher in the
early years of project development, long-term projections are not affected.

I
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I
17.6 Comment: The assumption that a certain number of additional jobs will be creaWd 1

immediately under any alternative is baseless unless a realistic funding
mechanism for reuse is in place. (13-9)

Response: Comment noted.

I
U
1
I
I
I
I

I
1
I
I
I
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9-98 19 Cindy S. Greenwald Planning Manager, South Coast Air Quality Management
District

I 9-100 20 Anne Baker Director of Environmental Planning, Southern California
Association of Governments

I D
3 Norton AFO Disposal rend Reuse FE/S 9-59

I



DOCUMwENT 1 DOCUMENJT I
OR~IGI NM

NOTO 418 POC SAAB DZISPOSA AID 01031 SIBI

PUBLIC ugarminMNN$P
MIL .. COL. INMPO 2. Do. 59

CtTY WALL. lCOUCL =A = . m 1

304 Boma anzuW slan ti, L . C L 90 ti

PRMUARY Ia. 1192

HALT MO~INSI9. btpreinetatie. assemblyman Esese 30

EVILI CB*WM3. Citisee 4

SORI ED.IUE., Public Weark Directo.4
PRIIDZ5O OFFICER1 COL. WUILIA TWMPW Ci ty at War Bemnardino

aZVMUliny RAY IR a N O&= AL 20141111. Director of Planning of Building 48

DISPOSAL AMICT, MR.t I~a iNLI Serevics. City at gas Bacnardiso,

EIRWI~YAMkL DIVISION, HMlI LT?. COL. T08IM U ARAM *11, "IGH. Fires Wair. City Of Seam benardimto 52

CINT PLOWMA. Assistant General Managesr 3
voter uspectes~t.
city of Seam Sernrdino

TINISST C. STIYEIM. Adinistrator. Sconsenic 3S
Developmet agency.I
City cc Warn SoWarmariso

Impacted by. Audrey 1. Patrick JAMSI DIMi Director. San beonardimo County so
eta 10. 787. a"I Doepamnent of Airport.

Cortified Ihoethand Impotterl
713 North Arromhead Avenue. Suite 222

San Bernardino. Cal Hfernia 92461
Phone. (7114) BGS-4017 or 904-OSSS

Winy PATRICEISPOSYIN SEvice A010351101PARCK PooniY SRVIW

DOCUMENT I DOCUMENT I

I SAW IEAWMDIO. CALIFORNA. PUDANY 12,. 1992. 7.10 P.M. 2 1 (fiojeator Oct)

2 -.. 009..- 2 Sef or. I introjoce the sombers of the panel to

3 COL. UWWFIG. Tbe beaning will come to order. I you. I'd like to explain to you a little bit about what my

4 Tbis to the public hearting on the draft 4 role is going to be in this bearing. 1I. a military judge.

S Eaoiroinoental Impact Statement tot the Disposal &Wn Seusn of S I-* an. active criminal court judge. specializing in the trial

6 morton Air Force &a".. I's Col. till Tbmo -m. I ill be the 6 Of court martial cases. Thimis n$out a usual sort ofU

7 presiding officer for tonight,* meeting. 7 proceeding tog Ase. but I be"I dones seeveral of theme before.

ThIis hearing IS being held ink avccordnce with I What I would lIkte to emphasise for you Is that

5 the provisions of the Nationaal Enriroanetal Policy Act a"d 9 IaS not here am an expect on the draft 212, nor bavin I had anyI

10 implementing regulations. The act require* feimmal agencies 10 involvement or connection with its development. I'm not here

11 to analyse the potential ecornomic and envmrunmental Igpcts of 11 to act am a legal adviser to the Air ]Force representative@ Who

12 certain propased *ctione and alternatives. and to Cmaidet the 12 address the peopsaslm. of purpose is simply to ensure that vs

13 findings at those aaalyvse In deciding how to proceed. 13 hav, a fair and ordrly, bearing. and that all People Who wish

14 On the 26th 0f March. 1581. a ecoping meeting 14 to speak have a fair chance to speak.

is was held hoere in Sao Owrsardimo to get Four Input on the scope 1s I'd like. non to Introduce the ember of the

14 or the Environmestal Impact Statement or 'II.' also* that 1s public hearing panel. On my Immediate right is Mr. ton

1? seeting. the Air Force has studied the Identified 17 Sandeilli. representing the AitrForce* ease Dispoeal Agency at

1s environmental conicerns and has rpeoared and distributed a is the Pontsage. me will describe for you the Air Frtes Same

it draft of the gas. 19 dispemal process. To his right is Lt. Col. TO Bertol. AndI

20 The purpose of tonight's heating is to receive 20 Lt. Col. Dert"l is the Director of the Ravirommentel Divsiion

21 your cinmt.. aeggOatiems. and criticisms of the dasst HIS. 21 at Neets. Air Force Ses.. So mill brief you on the

22 For thoem of you WbevWe net had am Opportunity to revism the 22 sneiromsestal impect analysis peacs. and almo summarize the

23 draft 11*. you amy Want to redthe ma0 SOM7Of the major 22 results raported in the draft six.I

24 f indings of that draft 818. which is tos a handung mevlehie to 24 ibis Imnfsreal meeting is intended to prouide a

28 you at the door. Obf findings will als0 be 05101100m1 OF the 23 cootissiag public form for twe-way cesicetism about the

26 panel membest toeight is tacit presetwwamti o Fewp. 26 dasst BIB. with a vimw be improving the docioosieeaehin

Avow! a*==c U38813 in ic 411in PSTROCK mrYin nwinx
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no.plea"e notice that I stressed *twO-wey h en htyu aetle u nictn htyudat

ac Lacina and the anticipated envirorment impacts of thoee S opportunity to fill out a card, if you'll indicate that you
* actions. The second pact of %he process will give you an 6 want to do that. smeone Will aupply you with a card. @r if

7 ~ opotunity to Provide Information. to make otatmento for the 7 you'd like to go into the lobby and Go that. please take the

* rcord. This input from you manures that the decision makers I tim to do that so that I'll have an indication that you do

9 may benefit ftron yo knowledge of the local Area aNd any I want to speak, and I'll ha in a position to recognize you.

10 adverse envwiromental effects that you think may result frem 10 (slide @a - S~ddreaa

11 the proposed actioan or the alternatives to that action. 11 If you do not feel lik. standing up tonight andI12 tat me may what this hearing is not. It's not 12 asking a atatoment, orally, you do have until the 9th of March

13 going to he a debate. not is It a referendum. It's not a vote 13 of this year to submit a copy of any statement that you want

14 an the alternative actiona that have keen analyzed In the ZS5. 14 the Air Force to consider Prior to publishing the final ZXS.

1s Such things don't add anything to the hea Rin and they'd 1s The Air Force will data continus to accept consulte 1ree you

14 simply waste your valuable ties and prevent you freem taking 15 after the oth of March. but after that date the Air Force

17 advantage of this opportunity to make personal Input into the 17 cannot guarantee that those Late commuent would be Included in

1: decision-eating procsaa. The focus of the meting is on the is the final 1112.

19 " enavirnetal impcts eassciated with proposals being studied 19 There are special shetar Prov ided at the

20 by the Air Force. Cemments on non-eaviororinntal Issues should 20 registration table for your uoo in providing those cosifint8.

21 not be raised at the hearing. 21 sam. even If you make comments tonight. you may still haveI22 And when you case in tonight you were provided 22 until the 9th of MRech to submit any additional written

33 with an attendance card sand you were asked to Indicate on it 23 coomeents to the address that is shown on the slide that you'rs

34 if you wished to speak tonight. After the presentations by 24 looking at, and the address that's shown on the bottom of the

a fr. Sandelli and Lt. Col. Barrel. af ter we've finished those 25 cmeamt Moneet.
24 proemntatieno. I Will give you an opportunity to speak. sow, 26 Whether you make a statement tonight, whether

ABOeUT PAYRICEf SECTIw SwvIc ABcOUT PATRICE inP05?Ise SIWICE
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1 o Nake It verbally, Whether you submit It in writing, the 3 1 which you appear. If you're a public elected official or

2 sttmn ilhw h me impact and will be considered to I you're a designated representative of a group or you're simply

3 the sane extent. so don't fasel as though you hove to speak 3 speaking as a concerned citizen, please indicate that for us.

w tnih iiyud prfrto wait and submit something in 4 This will help Ma. Patrick prepare a professional transcript

writ~ingr againR, doing aso by the 9th of March of this year. S of the hearing.

(Projector Off) S I will recognize each Individual for five

tmn.1Ple:se don't be shy or hesitant to Oake a 7 minutes. I will hove a timekeeper in the front of the

"cut :n oesr hteveryone who desires to I Auditorium. and that is going to be Staff Sergeant Finney.

, peak tonight w Il have a fair chance to be beard. we do have 9 And he'll &*@iot you and se in keeping time. At the four and

10 a court reporter. VMe. Audrey Patrick, who io taking down 10 a half minute mark, he-s going to hold up a yellow card, and

11 verheti: everything that occurs during thim hearing. *aw. bar 11 that is your Indication that you've reached Almost the end ofU12 verbatim record of this hearing will become a pert of the 12 your time and you've get shout 30 seconds oc so to wrap up

13 final aIB and the decision package. She'll be able to sake a 13 your remarks. And at five minutes he's going to hold up a red

14 complete record only if she can beer and understood everything 14 card, aend I would ask you at that point to please, stop.

1I that you have tosay. is Please honor any requests that I sake for you toI14 Now, with that In mind. I'd ask that you assist 10 stop speaking. If YOU hase once Comments than you'll be able

17 me in enforcing the following ground rules. 17 to present in the fiva minutes allocated, pleasea prioririse

IS Feet -4' ash that you speak only af ter I 1s those comenta to ensure that you address first your "aet

*19: recognize you, andtp~lease address your remarks to me. If y00 19 inportant points. Floese don't speak when another person is

20 have a written statement you say place It in the wooden bex 30 Speaking. I'm going to recognise only aon person at a time.

21 that is provided on the podin Ink the gront of the auditociom. 21 1 would appreciate your coopegration In abiding

22 saw, you may roand that mtatesmest oc you may just hand it in. 22 by these rules. he I've indiceted. I'll amoitor the times andI23 whatever you prefer to do. 23 Sergeant iney" anid I will try to assist you in a"king sure

24 Secondly. I'd ash that you speak clearly sind 24 you live within thoem time constraints. Sat mrse Importantly.

25 slowly. andathat yom speak into the aicropbome, sad that "aw as that's done in an effort to make msur that everyhody who

2 start by satitntg your nine. yourt address. and the copecity isa eie oSoaaon oaa qa potat o6 o
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4 1rm thing that I cas-t stress emealb. that is 4 1 "sm dispoesal Prome..

3 that 1ou Say have inforsatios about the esvirenS4taL NSpect. a (A ide 02 - Disposal Peaces" Title)
3 that arm Rkhawn to Us. Mere very interested tbui al h avng d 3 ML SADULL, "Oakh yea. Col. Thompson. IV mea is

4 analyzing all the petastial enviroaent Impacts of the 4 Lee Samdslli Gad I week foe Che Ate Force Dam Disposal

5 proposed Actions sAnd the sltocnatives. Vow have the S Agency. That's as offiAce that the pentagost created to manage

esprin retnc that comes fr** living in this .rCo. so the second 6 the dispesal Cc Air Fae*e games closed Vadsr the two Barn

I part of today's communication. that is. the part that fl0ws 7 closaes ead reaLig~mst lwom. in discussing the AierForce's

I from you to us. is importmnt. Please donst hesitate to be a I Proposed action of disposing Of ""ttoo. I'd like to cover tou"

I pert of that proceeding. 9S ageurail topics..
10 Again. you may summit a staetment in Writing. 10 (slid. @4 - Overviewi

11 either tonight or at any time prior to the 9th of March. 11 First is disposal plamnisg, Second is the

12 Those staetments should be wailed to the address that I've 12 ohjectiv* ased by the Air Force to guide its plnasinsg thirdI
13 referred to before that is $been both In the Cemmnt Sheete 13 to the disposal coasieaotios~s we Will ame to arc iwe at a

14 and was shown earlier on the scres". Regardless of whether 14 declioisa lankly is the Air Force deCielee Itself. That in.

is you read your statement itot the record tonight or yoa sail It is what actions the hit Forces will tate based on the findiags i"

16 is. it will be carefully considered and so"e a part of the 16 the enviroomestal Aspect statemeat sod Other C0asidetatiO06.I

17 record of the proceedings. it Will have equal weight and 17 (Slide IS - Disposal Plasing)

1s receive the msse Careful cossilderaties r~egardess of hM you Is The Secretary of the Alr Force has bees

1s Present It. it delegated the authority to act as the federal disposal agentI

20 mahoo yoa for cooming tonight to the hearing. 26 sader the 19SS Saw losage sand eealigamnst Act for morton

21 Tear presence is commendable sand It reflects a greet interest 21 sand the Defense nom Moose sand Realignment Act of lOW,. to

22 in your community and thoe asctions which will affect it. 1 22 utilizes or dispose of the federal property which ashes Vp theI

22 assure yoa that year Interest Is this setter io oar primary 23 AitrForce's closing Dams. usually this responsibility rosts

24 purpose for being here. 24 with the Genears Services Adminietration. Despite this

25 how its my pleasure to Introduce to you. 2S change, the traditional statute@ fog the disposal of federal

25 hr. Left Sandalli. sad Len will describe for yea the Air Force 26 Property age still is effect. The Air Force must &abet& to

CINTPATRICK REOmRTm swatfce 41101 PATRICK 01PamING 38WIC
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4 1 GSA's laws end thou regulations which =SA had Is place at the S 1 capital for Implementation of the realighaents and closures.

2 tine Of the Passage of the closure acts. 2 Mkvenon fram Property salee will be gooed to Offset the

3 mae Air Force has also Issued additional policy I funding shortfall.I

4 sand procedures required to implement oee delegated authority. 4 (Slide 67 - Disposal Considerations)

S Another provision of beth sets requires as to consult with the 5 The disposal of properties Accomplished An the
state governor sand heods of local govroniente for the purpose 4 three-port planning process which includes, The Air Force-'

of considering any plan for the use of such property by the 7 preparation of an envirenimital ispect statement which

I local community concerned, we are meeting this consultation a analyses the various reasonable disposal and reuse

o requirement by werting with the Inland valley Development 9 alternatives for the hams, the ciaonitlws plan for the future

10 Agency. 10 is" of the Property, and the Air Farce*s disposal PLan which

11 Finally, oar planning recognise. that the 1i analyze* the vcarous disposal options.

12 Secretary of the hit Farce has full diecretion In deciding how 12 mhe disposal plan is besed on a thorough real

13 the Air Force will dispose of propsrty. 13 estate analysis of the ases "ad region. results from theI

15 iSlide 04 - Disposal Objective) 14 environmental Aspect statement. interests shown by other

is The Air Force recogaises the significant is federal agencies. "ad Intake from the community reuse

16 economir Import closure will hase on the local Communities. 14 organization. The ate process culeinstos with the IssuanceI
17 sad it is the AierForce's goal to complete ciao"*re as quickly 17 of a recged of decision, which decoments the decisions for the

1s and elfficiently as possible. mae federal goveroment sad the is disposal of the roal property sad specifies what enviransentatl

36 Air Force Is coemitted to &assiming rinentlss in their 1t mitigations may be needed to protect heman health sand the

20 efforts to replace the deporting military activiites with 24 sevircoest as a result of the disposal and reuse decison me

31 viable public and private enterprisee. go are is the prwooes 21 selected,

22 of developing a cosprabensive, disposal plsn which attempts to 22 (slide to - Disposal Decision)

23 balsanc the needs of the community. the emwIrefimeetal 23 cmasr Current bIS. etheg federal agencies sand

34 coesewmeacs of oar disposal deision, sad the see" of the 24 honeless assitasce providers mast be given priority

2S hir Force. 25 ceasideratetioni the se sand acquisition of eacess Base

25 Skowevor. Comgres boo 0"ly prnridmdi startup 24 property. Istoa the Air Force's policr to intoem ohs local3

AMWm PATRICK ARUIn SSMICR mVISIT s"Icsic iyne yti n Eic
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S omnity reprsontatives of aspy expresed itetrest exs 3 I sad &AV later. owners of wastes. to It"5. the Ai rFace,. the

t : ::ral agencies ao hooieas assistance pboviders. Mg 3 Soviirm~ataI protective Age",y &ad the State of California

S enctourage 811 those poetics to £inlgaicato openly With asob 3 Signed 0 fedearl facilities segrmost which foermalisea the

4 Other during the dispoaal planning peace"a. 4 responsibilities of the parties Involved. It specifically

It hold e ote tatfedra agncesS addresede knows costmiaatia sources sa" the ultimate cleanup

6 generally werek with tha comnity theolct fee affcl o their 6 of the Samn. hdditieealy. this asreemest Cantains a schedule

toc.ire 'Cpropety. Noreove. it h asbee the .i, 7 detailing tastins "an ,a tine Ir "eolied to scipis toi

S Force* asperienc that soch uses foe a poetios Of the I cleanup. eAsnehIle. isteria cieanup activities aer "sntingingI9 Property and facilities can be accommodated within the overall 9 and additional studies are Underway which will folly

10 communityas planned future Uses for the entiles lam. 10 ehaxacteria. oonteminatimat of&eI other sites to determine

:Ii In general, the dispoesal optimns ares Federal 1i the heat smeas to Clean them op.I 2 agency transfaers public benefit conveysancs to states, their 12 It should be cloer that it coatowinated aceos

13 political subdivisions. such as the IYMA. and to eligible 13 are not Ceedy far disposal at the ti.e of closure,. the

14 non-profit institutions. negotiated Solee to public agenies*. 14 Air Forces will retain owaership until the property is claased

5 and Competitive Sales to the general public. The low and is op. With others. wa masp require esaceneta and rights ol entry

15 regulations governing disposal do not establish a rigid 1s to permit long-tar groundwater monitoring and treataent.

17 priority for diaposal but provide the Iefederl dipal* .aget 117 aeooeRathessa .deit the Air Force's Comitments to eleaning

1s with the broned discretion necessary to ensure that all tfedeal 16 op el1 peast contaminated areas and protecting the public. weI16 real. property interest* age disposed of is son elfficient and 16 do not aspect any cleanup activities to delay the reuse of

20 effective manner. Therefore. the secretary of the Mir Poage* 20 Uncontaminated Property at gortoen.

21 .1ll decide on the actual disposal pies. Final disposal 21 Thank yoe Is, the opportunity to meet with you

22 dec Isons wvill be dorimented In the record of decision. 32 this evening. And I'd like to turn tbe meeting beck to

23 The last subject I-d like to addrees I* that of 23 Col. Thompson.

24 the environmental cleanup. The Air Farce* is committed to 2d CO. awsOM .~ Thank you. So. Sandelli.323 cleaning up all areas Containinted by Peat Air Force 23 Owt Lt. Col. "a astartl Will brief us ont the

26 activities and protecting the health and Safety of the public 26 snviroramntal process.

PADWY PATUICK REPORING asmiWs M =s PATRICK RzPOMIWG onvica
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5 1 (Slide 09 - Sovirosuantil process) 4 1 to be addressed in the 316. and also to identif reecog

2 LT!. COL. 5SARIU. Goed evening. 2 alternatives and ioeas related to property disposal. During

3 Os, orgainzation is conducting the enviroasuetal 3 the @wnping Process. our office received input free the public

4 Impact analysis process for the disposal and reuse of Morton 4 as well as a comprehensive reuse proposal from the Inland

AtForce sean. as well as for the four other major S Valley DevelopeAnt Agency, Or the IYDA.

Installations mandated to close during Rounid 1 of the Defense 6TeIO rpsl swl stoo h

7 Same Closure and Realignment Act. 7 alternatives developed tor study by the Air Force. included a

5Tonight I-& going to present the scedule for S large avination coeponent. Due to the potential for anI5 this environmental process, and show how this public coment 9 aviation teoam of the properties, the Federal Aviation
10 period fits Into this schedule. I'll also discuss the scope IS Adeinistration, Weastern Pacific Region. wes inviIted and agreed

11 of the enviroruantal import atatement and the relaltionakip 11 to beomes a cooperating agency in the preapration af this SIC.

13 between that study and the socioeconomic study. Snd lank. 1 12 The Air Force has worked closely with the FP.A to inclode theirU13 will present the results of our analysis by reeoorce Category. 13 envwirouenial, requirements In this process.

14 4projector Of f) 14 After @coping. we conducted the necessary data

1: Fbur .SThis *nvirormental :flort was Initiated In 1s and perfornad the analysis. The draft envirosuental Impect

I 4 Fbuay10 with a notice of inent to prepare an IS Statement wAS filed with the U.S. Invironmental ProtectIon

17 envitrosuntal imapct sttetment. or what 1-11 refer to as an 17 Agency on Januoary 10th of this year.

1: :15, fur Case closure. As you any recall, this effort was to (slide M1 - Address)

I 1 divided into two phases. The first phase wee the tissues. 1t now, is addition to tonight's hearing. written
20 which focused on the clossues of the Se"e and the feel ignment 26 coments on the draft SIR will continue to be accepted at thia

21 of the f:ors, and the second port which wereo conducting nov 21 address until March 9th. '92. After the Coment period is

22 is ie dsposal and reese. 22 Gove, we will evaluate all the cownnts and perf orm additionalI23 In PlFebrary 1991 the motice of Inteat to Prepere 32 analysis or change the NIS where necessary. Again, as In the

24 an SIC for Disposal and Souse wee published! In the Federal 24 soaping prucese. equal consideration will be given to all

23 Register. A eomping aeeting was held hoere In those chambrs 23 comeats, whether you present them here tonight Or you Mail --

26 o n Watch 24th to receive public I"pe am the scape of momes 26 or they~r* -- or we receive them prior to March 9th. And once

WORST PATRICK SSuMO ie SeMIC ROOM Paul"C R lEPOTN sSYIfCS3Nodon AFB Disposa) and Reuse FEIS 9-63
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I the revise process to complete we will peaduce a hesal. Mi. 7 1 tho"eLosses that sae clearly celoted to the *avironset. and

2 This is scheduled gor completion in June. So to isteprato with other dscumeento required as poet of this3

3 will mail it to all 0f those on the original draft 3 seem*@s. house alternatives that were. developed doting the

4 distgibution list. It you're not on out sailing list. you 4 acOping pCOMSS were Individually analysed to provide as

3 can request a copy of the final 319 by also writing to the 5 enviroonestel compocrisn.I

se*a, address. ?be final 315 will Inclrft comments received 4 This analysis focues@ on Impacts to the ntoalus

7 during this Public Coulee Period and our responses t0 those 7 oenirosment that sasy occur as a direct result of Base disposal

omaents. a end reuse, -Or indirectly these* changes in the community.

CIf appropriate, we will group the commests Into I B**outos@ evaluated age geology and sOILs, water, both surfaceI
1: cetegoriss andg respond accordingly. Depending upon on the 10 and groundwator. sIr quality. saies. biological. and cultural

11 nuaber sod the diversity of the comments ot the need to 11 resources. Wnireer changes to the community that Provide

12 continua additional analysis, the final 315 msp consist of a 12 sasureas against which the senvrommental Impacts could be1

13 muecaat* volume as a companion to the draft. or ha distributed 13 analysed Include changes to the local population, land use and

14 as a covet letter with eccrdt shets. Now, this document will 14 aesthetics, transportation, and community Utility services.

is serve as Input to the record of decision which will document 15 In addition, the following issues related to

16 the disposal decision by the appropriate Air Force1 1f current end futres management of hazardous materiels and

17 decision-saher. And ae you've hoard fro ma . Sandelli. other 17 haserdous waste cleanup are discussed in the document,

1s studie as nd consideration of other Issues besides those 13 asawrdoos astorwas management, the Air Forces

1s addressmed in this environment Impact statement will ester Into 10 installation/restoration program, &ebest*@, pesticide Usage.
20 the final disposal decision. U. espect to accomplish the 20 polychlorinatod byphenyls. or RMS, r&adon and medical or

21 record of decision In late July of '02. 21 bioabaardeus west* managemnt. Now, If. as a result of our

22 (projector 0ff) 22 ensLYsi$. it was determined that SUbsftantial ad&ersoo
23 sow, the draft BIB was prepared to comply with 23 environmeental Impacts would occur, potenttial sitigstion

24 the National1 lnwiraosntal Policy hAct and the Council on 26 sessures were Identified and are Included in the document.

25 Invirornental quality Regelations. Mfatta were made to 25 ha I mentioned earlier, the draft SIS focuses on

26 reduce neodlese bulk, write in plain language, focus only on 26 impacts to the natural environment. The document addraesse

hec== PAllIdR MOWINGS Buinve AVO PATRICK zPOmRTNG Sawicz
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7 1 socioeconomic factors where there is a rutoAIcesip betwen 7 1 approsimately 1I6 acres, are for the Base's sIliLarty family

2 Base disposal and changes to socioeconomic conditions that 2 housing to he used by Meech Air Force Same, sand f or the

3 would result In impacts to the naturAl envIrOrnaifi. 3 ballistic aisslo organisation which was directed to remain InI

4 Our organization has recenitly produced a 4 the San Bernardino area. These areas are outlined is dart

S separate socioeconomic study that is not required under the S blue on the maps that we'l1l obk at in a moment.

6 National Environmental Policy Act, It deacribes In greater I(Projector off)

7 detail how disposal end reuse of Norton Air Fore ase m0 ay 7 Sow I-d lite to present an overview of the

a economically affect the surrounding areas, Specifically, the 0 proposed action end alternatives that heve been analysed, And

9 socioeconomic study addresses the following factOrs. 9 afterwards I'll preasent a synopsis of our findings.

10 population, employment, housing, public finance. education, 10 Please note that the -.-. nclature or the title
11 govocruent. police and fire, medical, recreation, 11 of each alternative is presented to give the reader a general

12 transportation. sod utilities. Copies of this document Nore 12 idee of the action. Mach Of the alternatives contains

12 recently provided to hey federal, stats, and local Officials 13 numerous activities which say not be included in the title.I

14 and sar available for revisew at libraries In the Local area. 14 (Slide #12 - Proposed Action I

1s This document will also be forwarded to the decisiont-makte for is mow, this figure shows the land uses for the

16 input into this disposal Process. 16 proposed action. The focus of the proposed action is theI
17 1 would now like to discuss the results reported 17 reuse and espansion of emisting aviation-related facilities to

lB in the draft 218. sow. in general. tha docmoent concluded 1s establish a civilian commercial airport with office Industrial

19 that there would be changes to the Base and surrounding ls park facilitiem provided In the nan-aviation portion* of the

20 communities that could cause beth positive and negative 20 property. The airport would serve a variety of avietion needsI

21 Impacts to the natural environment. 21 including private general aviation, scheduled airline

22 (Slide eII - Property Netainad by the Air forces) 22 passenger service, air carge. and avisation maintenance.

23 All Of the alternatives &soe that Certain 22 Aviation-related land uses are indicated in blo Us
24 Portions of the Sase would be retained for use by the 24 on this figure. Off ice industrial park areams sar shown in

25 Air force as mandated by provision* Of the Same closer hand 25 brown. Associated nen-aviation land uses proposed for other

24 Realignmeent Act. The aroeas to be retailed. totaliug 26 Portions of the Base Include Commercial areas. Indicated inI
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I h ed. pacts and undeveLoymet steams i&aVeea. Use lir 1 1(Eie0 -&s=atMlena Cto

2 ]Pace retained acne*: again age outlined Ilk dark his.. lo a This :1-hirrt* show s the landuestgot .ciila
3 will also oie tht non-contiguove 30-sore parcel ofte3 " A vinoation 6irpert with adjoining aon-ewiatios land ue

4 5mlocated In Rigaland to sbeen In Iceen a. pork Ind am the 4 which aosimiler to those I described foc the airport With

a glide. S mixed usk. This alternative to also similar to previous plans
6(Slide M1 - Airport With Mixed us. Sltereetivel s i've deecribed ilk that It focuses on asiotion reuse. lowate..

7 W"w, thiso is the airporct with mised asm 7 io this plsa there is. an increased amount of evietion

5 aternative. The focuss of this plan Is onem again on 4 6 maintenance operatinon *and so airl ine messnger "trwice. in

5 c.onerrie airport Similar to the proposed action with I addition, this Plean contains en area devoted to aggregate

10 an adjoining office industrial peck. Noweo,: in this IS sio"mighown Off the east *ad of the Conway in the brows

11 alternative, easy of the existing Iand use types and it crosehatceod area. Once again, the primancy differencesI12 facl ities in the non-ariation portion* of the Base are 13 between this and the previoua alternatives in the gemoval of

13 retained. Consequently. this plan to raefered to af the 13 sched*old airline traffic and the addition of aggregate

14 Airport with Bised :se. 14 mining.

I 1On~ce again, the aviation Leand ta shown in blue. is ISlid., 013 - Mon-Aviation)
16 The office industriel is again in brown. But here it is 1f This figure above the land usee for a

17 broken into tuo eubretegoriea: A Stanfderd Off ice industrial 17 non-avition alte... tive that Waereavaluated.* Under th is pimn

is parktoare eboon is the croeehatthed area is oeat of ?ipgecsne0 1s the base's airfield and mset of the aviation-related

19 Avenue. and the emitting Warehouee are" Is showne to the West 19 facilities would be rsmoved. The current airfield area would

20 of Tippecanoe. Other associaetd land ones Laclede cineciel 20 be developed for single family residences which iosehown is

21 areas. porte end undeveloped arees. residential areas. 21 follow. The Planned of fice induatriel port land uan wouldU22 institutional or medical us. e Ishown in orange. Once again, 22 else expand into areae currently used for avistion support.

23 the Air Porme-retained asgets are outlined Inside dart hls.. 23 you'll else notice thai the 30-acre porcel inn *ighland is

24 The principal difference between this alternative sad the 24 shown as renidential is thie alternative.

23 proposed action is the additional typos of lead onse pravided 23 (slide 116 - Overlays)
24 in the non-aviation portione of the Sfte. 24 now, along with the four plans low* just

ADcesy PATRICS 2120SIM1 sIONvIC WORST___ m PATRICK asMonwe XMvzC
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S 1 o decribed. other land aow concepts hv been bs proposed. which I 1 U.S. Department of Education for con by local educationalI2 are not port of any specific rcun plan but could be initiated 2 instituctions. The proposal Includes classroom. adeiniatcaiivo,

3 on an individual basis. Yoc say thick of these proposals as 3 and hsngsr epace for aviation, vocational and academic

overlay e that can be ueed with any of the alternatives. These 4 training.

S land us. concepte Include fedeal transfers and cenVeyancee to 9 The &tae als sonIn purple end marhed "Veteran's

6 non-federal Agencies and private parties. This figure @have G Affairs* represent a prOPoasl by the 0.5. DOPOstment Of

7 the areas and facilities that were analysed as Potential 7 veteran'* Adf*irs fot transfer of the Be" clinic and

5 locations for these indlivimnl propsanle. S aeloueing and dormitory "psce. These factitltes would beISThe area schown in greent and ear ted as U ced by the dep&arWnt in support of inpatient and outpatient

10 *5.ecreation- apretsent areas, being sponsored by the notion"l 10 treatment pregrama.

11 mash Service for transfer to local governments for us. as 11 The area showns in blue green and sachedU12 Pats end recreation facilitiese. This Includes the golf 12 -goneless amusing- represents dornitory facilities which could

13 course. gyrinaiun. recreation center, hobby shop. youth 13 serve as housing for the homeless under the auspices Of the

14 cete, nd tamily campground . as well as the 30-acre parcel 14 Sczlnney act of 1967.

15 innghen.nn te0.. at evietarcty dfed1 The area biqlighted in olive end sashedI16 the proposal to include only 13 acres of the 20-wre parcel 1s lpostal Service- represents wasesncs. space requested by the

17 in Mighland fot use As Pacpot. 17 U.S. postal Service for dry etorags as wall as a detached nail

15 The areas shown in orange end sashed as is processing facility.II1 *yorest Service- repoesent Several site* analysed to eGyPOrt 15 had the tar @eas eon in pint and designated 'Wort

20 a proposal by the U.S. Forest Service for edemistratt~ive 20 fruclolb were studied in response to a raqonet bFy the

21 warehouse and hanger epace. Thbe proposal calls fog tha 21 Sea "csaemne Ad u oMlt correction Advisory coomnci for dormitory

22 consolidation of activities located throughout Southern 22 spoon. The facility would house Minimum security inmates who

23 California Into a Southern Calif~foria coordination and npot 22 would work at jobs in the cosmmuity during the day and report

24 facility. 24 heatk to the facility in the oeneing.

23 Thi~e are shown In lien End marked 'Udcaties* 25 The &tons ehows in gray and sached -Correctional

26 represent facilite aWhich may be sponseooe by the 26 1Pscility' Were Studied is reepons to a proposal to site e
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C I federal Pe lson at wastes Air Force lose. smuge.r. wO recently a1mong the reuse Alternatives. excluding the no-action

2 received notice In Writing trea the U.S. bureau of Primae" a alternative.I

3 that thet bove withdrawn their request to aite a federal 3 (slide 019 - ImpiOyment)

4 cocreCtional facility anthese properties. gene@ this 4 NOW. redevelopmet Of the Do"e.1 bil e

5 proposal will he eliminated team consideretion io the final 0 beneficial to the regional economy. to additioni to the direct

6 Is. 4 Joba On slte, a Substantial number of Indirect jobs will be

7(Slide 117 - Overlays) 7 created throughout the region. Theme additional jute will

?bTig additional slide shown tee site* studied I Increase regional earning.. income and spending. Soployment

S fat uae as aggregat* mining Locations. The acesabuebn In ced 9 would he passed over the 20-year roefvelopeent period.I

IQ could be used in conjunction with the aviation alternatives. 10 This graph *bute the increase in employment in

it while the area marked In blue could he used with the 11 the area duo solely to reuse activities at the Base projected

12 non-aviation alternative. 12 through the yoer 2015. Depending upon the reuse alternative

13 (Slide $1s - m0-Action) 13 followed. ectivities at the alto could result in an additi onal

14 he required by the National Nviow ~mental Policy 14 23.000 to over 37.000 direct and Indirect jobs in the ates by

is Act, the no-action alternative w&A also evaluated. The 10 201S. Vths Increase translates to a growth in the job markte

15 no-action alternative would result in the Air Force retaiingS 1f by about one to two percent by 201S.

17 control of the Sam property after closure. The property 17 (Slide 120 - Populetion)

is would be Closed and maintained in a condition to prevent 1s Redevelopment activities end job growth in h

it detestation. A disposal management tern would he provided to 1t truea are alec empected to lead to population in-migration to I
20 ensure* base security and maintain the grounds and PbyWlcal 20 the region. Comunities ILkite to GsperIenco the 1argest

21 asae0to. Inculding the exsiting utilities and the Structures. 21 Increases in Population Include San Sernardino. Badlands and

22 1 would now lite to present the results Of ourt 22 EighLand. This graph above the Increase In population wi thin

23 analyzes that are presented in the draft 81M. The proposed 23 the study ware due solely to reus" activities at the same

24 action and all alternatives were Ana~lySed to the Sme level Of 24 praoectad through 2015. In the gsm time period. other

25 detail. The base line that we used wes Norton Air Force SMAD 20 growth. excluding growth due to reuse activities, Is expected

26 at closure. The following slide@ ahue the comparative ispkcts 20 to Increase the local "popuation by 2S percent to

,Anom VAiSICS SUIOSYU $MICE AUMET PATSICK SZMSTM SERICS
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9 1 pproximately 430.000 by the year 2015. Pause activities at 10 1 alternatives. NOW. for cueperison Purposes, the average daily

2 the Same over that am.o period could further increase the 2 tripa generated by Norton in 1991 was about 29,000. The

3 population by 12,000 to 20,000 depending upon the alternative 3 number of daily trips to and frea the site due to rausae

4 selected. This represents a 5 to 0 percent increase in the 4 would range from almost 64.000 under the aircraft maintenance

5 area's ongoing population growth. 5 center alternative to over 110.000 under the non-aviatlon

5(Slide #21 - Land Use a Aesthetics) 6 alternative. Again. thetea for the year 2015.

Land uses in the various davelopment 7 Depending upon the development alternativeU

a alternatives are generally consistent with zoning presently In I Implemented. additions and upgrades to the tranaportation

9 plare around the Bae" as well as with regional policies for 9 network Say be required. A Major concern will be prov iding

10 leprov Ing the johe/housing balance in the area. However, only 10 proper access to the site.I

11 the proposed action is entirely consistent with the City of 11 (Slide 023 - Plight Operations)

123 San Bernardino-* concept plan for a reug" of the ase" after 12 The runway end accompanying facilities are
10

13 closure. The type and number of aircraft expected to use the 13 incorporated into three of tha prospective redevelopmentI

14 airfield will result in reduced noise levels off-Ease as 14 alternatives. This graph abowe the level of annual air

is compered to the current operations. and could &Allo land now 10 operations projected through the year 2015. Fog a reference.

14 restrictions in the sutroundlng area to be subatantially 16 appir ouiately 42,000 flight *oceations occurred at Norton in

17 reduced. 17 1990. my 2010. the number of ennual air operations would

is (Slide 622 - Vehicle Traffic) is Increase to about 3S.000 Runder the proposed action. S9.000

19 -The redevelopment of Norton Mr Force Sao* 19 under the aviation with aised use Alternative, and

20 will affect local and regional transportation networks. 20 appouilestatly 21.000 under the aircraft maintenance center

21 Paute of the site will Increase traffic on arterial, reads 21 alternative. Operations for the proposed action would Include

22 near the Sam, especially Tippecanoe Avenue. Cal Sees Drive. 22 a %is of aic carrier. cargo, general aviation, and aviation

23 Third Street. Fifth Street. Victoria Awenos and the 23 maintenance traffic.I
24 Mebsma atret/Vale Avenue corridor. 24 The number of air operations Is not axpected to

20 This graphi above the estimated numehe of average as exceed the &aispae" capacity of the region. Bowaver. the

20 daily tripe projected to the yeas 2010 by each of the 26 planned exansion of clomeby Ontario Airport sop result In air3
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taffic eatucation during peak periods for use comn rader 10 1 be Installed at Seat locatIGAs.

Secto iawfstoAiprs Slide 023 - 2434rdou" waterials/wastsi3 ~ ~ (s0d setraevn toarprs - utilities) I The Air Fort* is Conducting investigations

4 f.developmeat 0Nortnwlf1Mdmn@a stg.chccoisadcsdo*eegmna55 local utility systems including. water, etae oi S cotmnton on orton that has resulted from past

4 wste disposal. and electricity and natural gas. a ctlvIties. ibis coinpgaboosiv Sifort is Called the

7 so, hi ahl shin the aprojected utility 7 nstallation/FSetocatLon Ptoggim or the ISP.

deadIncrease to purveyos in th rafrec ft0Cleanup activities will be accomplished in

cause saltrnativees. As a reference, the first colnmn abv 9 accordance with applicable federal and state laws and

10 the forecasted utility demand Projected to the year 2013 10 regulations. SAnne Initial remedial actions will he undervay

11 without any cease of the Ites.. Foe instance, total water 11 by 1994 with fwtb~r work and monitoring to continue afterI12 dosand to water suppliers in the at"a io projected to be 12 Mews closure. Cleanup and sonotoring of certain sites at the
13 113 million gallons per day by 2013. 13 sae" may require 10mg-tera accesa to the sits to ensure the

adTh othe four MoIMS show the Increases In 14 success of the cleanup.

1 utlt doed soiadwihec tenie.fog sxample. is The Air Forces Will tahe all necessary actions

10 under the proposed action. the total water demand for ýcea 10 far environmental cleanup of the sass to protect public health

"17 " supplIes ieprojected to he S million gallons per day higher 17 and the environment. Deeds of property transfer will contain

1s than the demand without the roeue of the Base. For all of the 10 this assurance and all property transfer* will he conducted in

is utilities under aILL of the alternatives. Increases tn demand is compliance with the Comptehensiwe Smviromental Response

20 range frew as little as one percent to a high of four end a 20 Compensation and Liability Act, otherwise known as CZSO.A.

21 ~1 ha f p rc n vor wte r demand. 21 Underg round storage tanks at the Sa ne whic h a reU22 Inrostructors changes would he required ahead 22 not in compliance with current regulations will he deactiveted

23 of schedule to he adequate to meet the projected demand under 23 and removed prior to disposal of the property.

24 all alternatives. bedesigno o reconfiguration may he 24 An asbestos survey was completed on sasks In

23 necessar for eme utilities to occOModat. particular 25 1991. Asbestos containing materials which sany pose a threat

20 user-related demande. Also Individual sentering would need to 20 or release will he rammed or carefully managed in accordance

AUWDIR PATRICK RPOSINGya 5SSMICS AVERS PATRICK 5510TM5 0SUSYX
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11 I with Ait Force policy. Renovation or demolition of aekeit08 11 1 regulations.

2 cntaining structures during Base reuse will resquire 2 iSILde 027 - water Rasources)£3 copinewith aPpiceble federal. State &Rid local 3 Groundwater basins within the region currently

4 regulations concerning asbestos containing materials. 4 provide msat of the potable water for use at Norton Air Force

5Polychlorinated hyphenyl compounds, called Pa~s. 3 Same end the surrounding areas. in addition, this winter is

wer one u@4,xto:Ivly n eectica eqipmnt.Recnt0 also augmented with supplemental Supplies from other Sources

7 legislation hs p ut stringent regulations on the manufacture. 7 such as the State Water Project. Total water demand in the

S distribution, and use of laso. ftrior to Base closure, the Air I region is expected to reach over 300.000 acre feet per year hy39 Force will reemov fra Service and properly dispose of all 9 2013. Increased demand due to the reuse of Norton is expected

10 federally regulated paI and PaI contaminated equipeent. 10 to range from as such an 3.000 acre feet per year for the

11 ISILdo 121 - Geology and loilal 11 proposed action to 3,300 acre feet per year for the aircraft

12 Potentionl impacts to soils and geology at 12 maintenance center alternative. Rowever. an you can see from

12 Norton Air Force Sass under msot of the alternatives would he 13 this slide, this increase is under two percent for all of the

14 short-tern and due principally to ground distubranos 24 alternetives.

13 associated with new construction. Once construction is 13 The reuse activities are expected to comply

I 1 Reoplete, meat areas would he covered or landscaped, reducing 10 with applicable federal and state regulations to reduce the

17 the erosion potential. ?be ground disturbance due to the 17 potentia to affect the quality of the groundwater.

1: non-aviation alternative would he substantially amor due to 1s Instehlltion/Fegistration Program activities will assure

19 the demolition and construction In the airfield areas. Aspects 19 that contamination at hassedeus material locations Is cleaned

20 few the send end gravel mining associated with the aircraft 20 up and will not impact water supplies.

21 saintensanm center alternative would he long-toar do* to 21 surface water and surface drainage will also he

22 substantial excavation and longer term exposure of disturbed 22 affected by reuse activities. Conetruction of new facilitiesI23 aoil tothe effects of wind and water erosion. 22 and new Infrastructure any change the existing flow of Surface

24 Also. due to the location of the ases in Seismic 24 water runoff. waning operations In the Santa An& River wash.

23 gone IV. major renovation and construction of new facilities 23 In conjunction with the aircraft maintenance center

20 would need to comply with the applicable building code 20 alternative. may require diversion of the eSxitinJ Streve
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11 1 chuannal located Jiut South of the flood odatilevawseane em lhe 1 litro a aside emissaios "old a01e0 from apwOrUmtely

a saw. She mining site would require amovsal frem steas and 2 1.2 to" per d"I uder the aircraft Maintenance alttXnative

I local agencies to onoroe that the operations do net doggad* 3 to 3.3 toes per day under the propoaed action. Aad as a

4 water quality or the integrity of the flood control channel. 4 reference point, the serrm as the qppr left side of the graph

(slide #20 - AiR Quality-Pollutoats A•eclys•d S represents the pOrclasre =iesions or What was emitted from

AIr pollutant SRcIon due to o related to 6 it In which Were 1.6 tame Paz day.

reuSe of the soae would include cbrhen monoaxde. nitrogen 7 (Slide 130 - Reactive Organic Gasnes)

I oxides. sulfur dioxide. perticulate matter lea thea 10 8 this Beat graph illustrates emiasione of

9 microna in dimmter. chich cc Cater to as DRU(10M, and soone* 0 reactive organic Bgas which is also referred to R.O.G. for

10 which is formed by the reaction of nitrogen oxides And 10 the various daternatives through the year 2015. Again.

ii reactive organic g"awe. Ratton Air Foret Bae is located in 11 reactive organic games are pecursors to the formation of

12 the South Coast Air Basin, which is ed up of the non-dert 12 Boaeo. LO.0. missions could rngoe fraM about I ton per dey

13 portiona of Los Angeles. Riverside. and Ran Rernardino 13 under the aircraft maintenance alternative to 1.6 tone par day

14 Counties, and all of Orange County. 14 under the proposed action. And. "gain, the arrce on the left

i5 The South Coast Air Blast does not meet federal 15 represents the Rcton prccloluoe mission" of 4.6 tons per

1i or state ambient air quality standerd@ for meone, carbon 16 day. And elos for a comp•rison. the Son Bernardino County

17 monoxide. nitrogen dioside. or aD(10). For this renaon, 17 portion of the air beain Wmits about 110 runs per day.

is nitrogen oxides and reactive organic gSes, in their role as 1i (Slide 631 - PN(10)

1 **one peccu•rors. MUD10), and carbon monoxide are considered 10 MUDl0) missions would renga from 2-1/2 tons per

20 the most significant pollutants that could be mitted during 20 day for the proposed Action to ebout I ton par day for the

21 reuse activities. Increased missions of these pollutanta 21 aircraft maintenance center alternative. Norton Air Forsc

22 under each of the reuae alternatives could interface with 32 Base pceclosre Salesions era .2 toes per day and the 1967

23 attainment of ambient air quality standerds. 23 SOn 30rnardifo County MeISiona Arm 140 tons par day.

24 (Slide 620 - Nitrogen Oxide) 24 (Slide 632 - Carbon Monoxide)

25 This graph depicta nitrogen oxide missions for as shim next slide thonv carbon monoaide. It would

26 the various alternatives projected through the year 2015. 26 r1ange from hboot 3 tons per day for the eircraft Maintenance

ACST PATRICK RP="=DOW= SYICI ,flin PA 0"piCK I VSri SWica
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12 1 alternative to oaer 5 tons per day for the propoas action. 12 1 projections tahe into account the federally mandated

2 Again, the Preclosure emission verae I tons per day for Norton 2 traneition to quieter aircraft as we transition from

3 in 1097. 3 Stage 1. 2, to Stage 3 aircraft.

4 (Slide 033 - oiei Contour Comparison) 4 (Slide 035 - Biological Resource)

mOW, this graphic represents preclogure and 5 Biological resources at Norton include native

* future CML noin contours associated with aviation use at the 6 and natural Plasnt and animals. threatened or sndangred

7 Bast. Nov. ONL is the day-night average sound level expoesead 7 speciea, and sensitive or critical habitat on the Some. while

a in decibels with a penalty added to account fot increased a moat construction Or development asaociated with reuse would

9 annoyance from noise during the night. 65 decibels is 0 occur in previoualy disturbed areas on the Base with low

10 equivalent to normal pseeh at three feet. On this graphic. 10 sensitivity, All of the alternatives Could potentially affect

11 the pteclosuro 65 OWL noin contour associated with the 11 habitat for the Santa Ana River woolr.Star, which is a plant

12 military operations at Norton is shown in blue. The future 32 lated an endangered by the V0.. Fish and Wildlife Service.

13 noise contours associated with the proposed action are shown 13 As you can se from this slide. the aircraft maintenance

14 in green. Nov. ma you can see, peeclocure military operation 14 center and the non-aviation Alternatives disturb the greatest

15 at the omen expose a ouch larger ares of over 7.000 mcres to is mount of habitat for the Wooly-Star. This is due to the

1i 65 DOL or greater. By'contrast. the land exposed to 6S OWL or 16 construction and disturbance sasociated with each in the

17 greater under the reuse ranges from about 110 &orel to aLS0Wt 13 17 eastern end of the Name, which to pri habitat.

1s 600 acres under the three aviation alternatives. 16 Sehitat for other sesitive specia include the

19 (Slide 034 - eime lxposore) 1is Los Angeles pocket mouse. taaineon • harsk and burrowing mil.

20 This chart illustrates the approximate nmhber of 20 may als he effected by disturbance in this area of the Dam.

21 people that would be exposed to DL noime levels of 6 tOr more 21 In addition, the aviation maintenance center's aggregate

22 from aircraft activity under the ream alternatives. heme 22 mining copopent within the Renta Ana River wash could

23 estimates are bamad on present locations of residences 8" t2G 23 impact other listed or candidate apecies. including the

24 elemder-hornsd apinof lower, tiger heetle. aes Diego horned

24 masimum projected nains. Aircraft activity frem both the

25 proposed action and the airport with aimed se would exse 25 lizard. and the orange-throated whiptail. which Is a mall

261 appromioately 9 residents to 65 am. Thesa aircraft nois 261 reptile.
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lb. T proposed action io the Airport with *ined 13 1 Col. lminson.

a use both cause lesse9 impects to sensitive spacieS. pe eacill COL. INGwN ?%ank you. Tee.

3 due to the loesse amounts of ground disturbance is the eastoer Inr just a menmot I'm going to invite public

4 ond ftees rprie 4 comment. I Would like to remind you of a coupts of Pointe

5 d" te u s~re":611-lCulagl mscocce) that I covered tarlier. Pirot, that thats is 4 P ive-sinute

:onceaning Co slt to in :: unew y w t h time limitel nd ascoad, that I'd like YOU to::Stae Y our A

Stt liso :Z itoricaPremerv tion Off icesr SP. n your ades"atecapacity obbYOapergt

S ~ ct~ potential sgigeiic .anc o cultural resources on I terecord.

ao the properties. Wo effortto. one dealing with woeld met 1 I lb. Alr Force representatives who are gathered

I0 building. and the other da"ing With iOvoltIgstione of 10 bef ore you are not the decision-eaktes regarding the proposed

1: archeological sites at the Bass, are sederw4y. preliminary it action or the alternatives. They hove provided informationI12 reports indicate that none of the buiidings or the 12 and they e"a provide -- here to provide clarification if

13 archeological site. Will be eligible for the National, Balsrte 13 needed. ROV0wer. they cannot antel Into a dehate On the pros

14 of liatoric Places and consequently there would he no Impact 14 and coos of the action, nor can they discuss issues which are

I 1 to cultural resources ase aCresut of same reuse. Reasons, is Irrelevant to the onviremmental statement process.
16 this information cannot be finalized until We have finished 16Please limit your commnts to envirosnmental

17 our consultation process with the California State Vieitoric 17 issues Associated with the actions that are described in the

is preservation Officer. 1o draft SII. To ensure that everyone tee en opportunity to319 (projector Off) 19 speak, I would ask you that you avoid repetitive statemenst.

20 sow. In closing, I went to remind you that this 20 If you jest agreem with the commnts that hove keen made by

21 stdy is in draft stage. out goal in to present Air Fores 21 another eppeter, I suggest that you may that.I22 decision-makers with accurate information on the envirommeental 22 Se do hove an indication that there is a

23 consequences of this proposal. TO do this, We Are soliciting 23 rspmemntatiwe of one elected off icial and I would first

24 your comments on this draft 832. This Information will 24 recognize Welt Pudiaski who will he speaking on behalf of£25 support Inforsed Ait Force decision-waking. as State Asesmblymen Jerry Raves.
24 And now I'd Like to turn the mseting teck to 24 112. OVZWdE2 Good evening. mr. Chairman and mebers
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13 1 bftePnl iee watPudnk an1 s h 14 1 that he has as a state representative.32 representative of Stats Assemblyman Jerry Saves, and ourt 2 On Page 13 of Your summary, we again *%press

a ddress is 224 North Riverside Avenue. mialto. California. 3 ocr vrthe inetallation/restoration progs em sites, where
mli

4 92374. 1 em also a representative of the Ivnh. I as the 4 the schedule could result in delays in the conveyance of

irman of the Civilian Advisory Board to the fVDA, although 3 contaminated sites for reuse. 5ov. while not a portion of the

s-11":b peaking ithtcpiy.Ta'jutan 6 XIS, we do know that the actions of Various federal Agencies

7 iforatona Itm.7 will affect the conveyance of property and the restoration

lbs draft 3IM -- SIS was certainly an 6 progress that are planned.I9 Achievement by the AItrForce,. and the Assemblyman 9 ?bere is a feeling by the public, certainly by
10 congratulates the staff members that put that together in 3 10 the Assemblyman's office, that there is disagreement as to hov

11 conjunction with the various public and private agencies in 11 restoration of contasinatad sites will he accomplished and who

22 thi 2 rsa. Norton Air Force Sam has heen a friend and a 12 will pay for them and the time fcoems between two faderalI13 companion. we hate to see you go. 10.2 13 agencies, end that is the ETA end the Air force. And we would

114 We have some concern, however, and I'll 14 ask the A4r Force and the SPA to attempt to resolve these

1: reference your Summary. laga 1. where a partial statement I is eIsses as quickly as possible so that they don't detar from

1I Indicates that *itigation measures, If any, that may be taken 14 the ultimate action, and that is to cosvey this property so

1117 by the Air force, or he required, or he required of the 17 that It can be reused to bring beck the economic power that

1a recipients of Same Property.... We feel that -- that santence is the Air force asn" represented prior to Its disposal.

19 appears somewhat disturbing to us. It 89appas to give a 4 19 lb. statement on Page -- Summary 13, mnother321 loophole as to who would he responsible for hasarduse or toxic 20 :statemnt. where the demolition and renovation 0f structures

21 c.suAnd we would ask the Air Force to Look at that M32 wihabsos ontaining materials are *=adstobe prore

22 setntene, and We 60n't he1lawe that's the intent of the 22 by the now owners. This is somewhat inconsistent with theI23 Air Votces, but thates the appearance of that particular 22 statement sof by nmohers of the panel which Indicated that

24 staetment. 24 the Air lorces would he taking the mitigation Measures.

23 lbs Assemblyman is In full accord with the 25 It's pretty difficult, if you're redelevoping an

24 proposed action, end he will support that with whatever powser 26 arees, to sell a piece of property to somebody and then hold
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14 1 him toospnsibgeot for ntmiastion text *elate on that 14 6 1 The oga gqestion that uss not brouat up this
2 Property, wbotbiir it be in the 9cOwed as in a building. PA4dI e veniing conecrniing bazavdo" o th% recent discovery 09 phentyL

3 we would ask that the Ai: 7ocCe eview that paoticulat 4 3 treatment problama frco the wastewater treatmant plant.w And e

4 sentenc. If that is not your intent, than it should be 4 would ask you to include that in one of your portions which

S modified so that it geode that it is not your Litent. 5 indicate these ti a problem and then a mitigation you plan to

6 1 w-uld offet to the embers of the panel that a 4 correct that particular issue.

? congressional bill. RR 1400, which is s*oettes called White 7 Last hut -- maybe net specifically environmental

a Knight 10gislotion, which would allow the purchaser of a a issue. but if *-toi going to Correct enaitoansental issues we

9 particular piece of property to be legally Cte a mtil liability I have to got peoplI that'll be involved and interested in

10 for pieir mOntaaination but allows hin to bhy the progerty, 7 10 buylng the prope•ty and tratnosering it into other uses. ae

11 weok out and negotiate with the responsible partty ower a 11 ask the Air Frce* to deteraine as guickly as you can the price

12 period of time and clean up the site. amw, this particule 12 of the property. which portion of the property will be turned

13 legislation would not only be effective foc the Ati oice Reas 13 ever as a public benefit t ansfer. which pcopeity, if any,

14 hut would also be effective foa the problems that the SPA 14 will be going to various goaernenat agencies. and let us got

is faces nationally qo cerning cleanup of sites. not it wou•d is on with the process of the eiirly planning concerning

1 f affect this type of situation that sxists at Notton. 10 La•drasttucture and *thee modifications that osst be sade. Te

17 In conjunction with that oungoes4iional 17 longer you delay in this particulac decision. the longer you

1i legislation. Assemblyman Eaves, this week. probobly tomorrow, is push back the redevelopment and the production of new Jobe In

1i will be Introducing parallel legislatiion in the State 19 OCdeC to sake the transition from military to civilian use. 1
20 Assembly. It doeen't have a nmber yet so I regret I can't 20 That's all the comments I have. MI. Chsirman and

21 give you the number, Mr. hairean. Bot that legislation will 21 NMebers of the Baead. us thank yea for the opportunity to

22 assist this problm. not only at Cotton Air rocte Sam but 22 coe before you this evening a•d maek this presentation.

23 probably vecty othet military insitllation In the country. 23 COL. IROMION Thank you.

24 And we ask you to look at those two pieces of legislation and 24 The procedare that I'll follow in recognising

23 See if you can use it In the disposal process which will 25 amber* of the general public will be to cell your naie. using

24 hobnefit the United States and Its citiensa. 26 the attendance cards, and I will recognise the speaker and I
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13 1 will also indicate, when I do that. who the nest speaker to be 15 1 Maybe I'm talking on the wrong subject, but I was concerned

2 recognized is. so that that individual can be prepared to come 2 about that.

3 as soon am the previous speaker has finished. 3 COL.. •IOMSRIc I'm not certain that as mill be a&bl

4 The first speaker will be Evelyn Cervantes, and 4 to address the specific concetns that you have ahoot that cets

5 she'll be followed by Roger Eardg4tav. S Unless it has been addreessed in the statement itself.

6 Evelyn Cervantes. 6 Col. S••rol?

7 Ms. CERVANTJSI, Good evening. fy name is Nvelyn 7 LT. COL. 5•AITLs I'm not suoe of the first concern.

8 Cervantes and I live at 749 •ast Hill Street, San lernardino, B The second concern. I think is traffic and sit pollution

O California, 02406. 9 associsted with redevelopment, or even as esisting on the mill

10 I understend you had a meeting also on 10 street corridot right nows Li that cortect?

11 November the 14th, 1091, and I didn't got to make that 11 M. CgRVK I•t Right.

8 12 meeting. And the riason I was here wae because I wanted to 12 Lt. COL. aShATi~ We can addiess that. The first One

13 know ahet would happen to the people In the resident area 13 you talked - you referenced a eseting on *-=mhet 14th. asI

14 where Tippecanoe snd Hill Street, which I reside act*&* the 14 that a meeting that the Air Vroce sponsored?

15 street to McDonnell and Douglas. tight across the street is I. OINVRANISS I believe So.6.3

16 behind ballistic misslos organization, whaltevir it's called. 14 LT. COL. BART.n It May have been a technical review

17 sad Il'v bean r*tried aboOt that becoum I didn't coms to the 17 Meeting associated with hasstdooas waste activities st morton.

1i meeting, and I wanted to know what happens to uo living in 16 which is somewhat different than what wel'r doing tight noe.

19 the -- Mill Street there in the front. 16 which is disposal and eause.

9 20 And also that we've been having problems with 20 Do yOU Want to eXPciss concerns about -- beyond

21 air pollution, with traffic. 0ee. we have a lot of traffic. 21 the traffic and sir quality looams?

13.1 22 a lot of cats. b elieve about 3,000 per day, at whataver it 22 US. CgwNvATM, Well, fot what I've beard today,

23 is. And the, the traffic pollution goes into the hbas, into 23 sOunde good to me.
24 my house. Ad it gOae -- t ca't even have my bedroom window 24 LT. COL. SATTM. Okay.

25 open. It gone into the bedromes and we'ts bceathing all this. 2S au. CINVA 110 Thank you.

26 1 understand this is fao Woatom Al Force Basa. 26 Cab. inwuscs Next will be Mr. "toger Etdgcav*.
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5 1 An e'll be followed by Mg. At - well, you'll hae. to pardon 1f 12.21 1 Selected reuse Plan in order to solve theme probless.

2 s oge 2 Member Two. On-aSof Roadways. An, inventory cf3~ A 2 ~ C~ 88oughtoawy ou C3l Infra ~ struct:urean the Baserevealed:04' the majority of the
4CCL.MNNN : Boughey.oky4 t t5VtcosrcewihapvmnscinofinIhs

MRN. 5AROGAV3, Thank yo,:l.bpn 25 o Portland Ceetconcrete aove sative satan 51. These

7 Street. t..an Brnardino.WCalifornia. 93418. I'm appearing 7 the Pavement sections see neaving the end of thene normal

h IS nng a. aubl ic aorks Director fog the City of I service life. This fact would soon necessitate "he complete

9 Sta~n-fBesnadino. Ne at* pleased to Rans this opportunity to 9. removal and replacament of the payement sections, e"en if no

10 offer the followIng comments on this draft DID. 10 widening, or tealigheents were conteeplated.

II N Usber One. Flood Control. Ant inundation study 11 It is the City's policy to bare any planned workI12 by the U.S. Army Corps Of Engineers foun~d that th, majority of 12 on utill-tios completed prior to repavinq a szreat. TIbs
13 the Bas" is presently subject to flood waters up to two feet 13 policy will result in evary effort being made to bave all

14 in depth. towever. upon coepletion of the Seven Oaks Dam In 14 necessary utility work completed prioc to canstruction of the

is 1 lat 1997 the area of potential flooding will be reduced to 15 new payement.
14 approximately the Santa Ana River bed. 1s The draft 231 states tbat, guota. 'Ultimately

17 Nan developments on the Base would, therefore. 17 the entire on-Seamt networh would he Upgraded and reconstructed

1: be subject to potential flooding between the time that the lo to accommodate nan lend usee, in accordance with an approved

19 Base is turned met for reuse in 1994 and the completion of 14 19 specific plan for rause. * Unquote, we feel thet the

2N the Seven Oaks Dam in late 1947. Dean after completion of the 20 upgrading end reconstruction of these roadways would need32 BAna River would most likely be required to do a study 22 utltaat* tise. No estimate Of ruet is given, tout it', Obvious

23 frflooding. particularly for damage fraon erosion. 23 that the expense will be Considerable.

1 24 No understand that there are many Problems with 14124 NUmber Three, Utilities. Section 2.2.9 states3 12.2 21 local drainage on the gave. A comprehensive drainage system 9.1 21 that the proposed action Inwolves &twaet total replacement of
24 will need to be Installed daring Implementation of the 24 the base utility distribution system. Aso previously stated.
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16 14 1 Some of the"e replacements will need to be coordinated with 14 1 We would like to reserv the right to submita
9.1 2 the upgrading and reconstruction (possibly on new alignment) 2 sore detailed response by the end of the revIm and coement

3 Of the on-Base street$. 3 period on 3/9/92.

An4. bplacme.t of alMsat all of the utili.ty 4 Thank you. Coltoel.

diatribution systems represents a large expenditure for either 5 COL. lUCNPSON. Thank you.1 the Base reuse developer, Inland Valley Development Agency, or 6 Mir. Soughey.

7 utility providers. 7 BAnd he will be followed by Nil Wright.

ber Four, .Storage tanks. It Is stated In $ M. BW4GISE?, Gcod evening.

Section 3.- 33o activ Underground storage tanks bane 1 Ny name is Al soughey, Director of Planning of

10 been indentified, and a contract han been set for a study to 15 Building Service, fur the City of San Wernardino. led just

I1 identfy and locate any Unknown undergrOumd Storage tanks on 11 like to hit four major points tonight In reference to the

12 the Base. All tanks that do not Seet current regulatione will 12 draft SIR. PAnd they are one, to discoss the viability Of the

13 be deactivated and removed. 13 proposed action and the alternatives, two, the imptrtance ofa
11Is 14Wile these propo"al are encouraging. It IS 14 coordinated comprehensive approach to the redevelopment Of the

1s almost rertain that same of the underground storage tanks will 1s Nurton facility, three, the opportunitY to Positively impactI16 not he compatible with' the Ba auserge which will necessitate 1s redevelopment of the surroun~ding area, and four, the cost and
10517 eneir raemovul and deactivation In accordance with regulations 17 impact of reusing and upgrading existing buildings at the

1: in efYfect at that time.* This situation could Commit in a 1s Bite.

I 1 fail larg "*"enditure for the Base reuse developer or rpMA. 19 Let So proeface my amearks with two comments.
16 20 The draft else states that the Bsem is currently 20 First, it is my oUnderstanding that the actual redevelPopmet

21 oper ating under a waiver from Oms, whicS allows the "ar to 21 project. which May come along will met likely be Subject to

22 postpone compliance with leak detection, spill and overapill 22 complying with the California Snviroamental Quality Act, andI10.8 23 prevention and cathodic protection. Since this waiver will 23 that is mnow respects they -_ %are defenitive and brosdef view

34 not expire Until 199B. doesn this sean that the owner wll hane 24 of impacts will be addressed at that project's specific time.

25 to comply with these reguirements at that time, provided that is Secondly, it is my intent tonight to -- not to challenge the

24 1It io transferable? 34 overall adeguacy of the document bet t, cal r ais me concerns
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1614 over sme important issues that need to be discussed further. 17 is I AltoeRatiwas . the aiation alternatives, those employment

17 2 The (irft It",. the Proecterd development I ofportonitoe. aceated nay result Is a housing shomtage in the

3 approach. we Prater the proposed action dlternative Which 3 area. I would suggest that, quite to the contrary. given the

4 contemplate# the airport office Induatcja.1 park land me* six. 4 housing, Opportunities of the Inland Sepire, the expansion of

5 The hey to this report Is the potential fog a positive impact 3 the employment opportunities would add balance to the economy5

h on the redevelopment -- of the redevelopment land u"Se R miwill 4 of the aces sad reduce the need for our residents to commute

7 nave on the surrounding -- growth and development of the 7 to L.A. and Orange Counties Cor employment opportunities.

I surr ounding area and the region soa ewhole. 0I bTis. inu itself, would reduce, the growth in all other trips of

Th1 ote ltraivsd not offer the mwe 9 the future. which would haes a positive environmental Impact

10 advantagee. Th timed s lternetie does not exhibit the 10 on Southern Celifornia.

1 i 11 mae positive redevelopment impact due to the fact that It 19 11 doeowtPThe Second major point is a coeprekansiva

12 relies sore heavily to a -- more heavily on the reuse of 1312 dealgen pr Arn with a coordinated end Integrated

13 existing updated fecilities. 13 Implemntation ability is extremely important to reduce the

14 S. the aireraft maintenance center alternative 14 potential fog negative impacts. Local communities have forced

13 has an option tor incorporating mining activities which will Is an entity tot the orderly planning and redevelopment of the

14 haew negative iapacts an the attractiveness of the surrounding 14 aces. Without that organization, the potential tor piecemeul£

17 aeeawll as to the site Itself for redevelopment 17 partial -- partial ization of the facility Is greatly

1s :gopp:rtunitiec Although there certainly amy he areas of the 1s increased. Such partial isatiOn incerases the potential for

19 City appropriate for aining activities, the impact of mining 19 haphazard development patterns and Impacts that are far sore@

20 in this particular area may dampen its attractiveness asa a 20 difficult to mitigate. For then reason. IYDAG i nvolvement

21 quality redevelopment area. 21 with their pref erred plan is In itself a major an. Itarmental

22 The non-av iation alternative lows sight Of the 22 Mitigation tool, an opportunity that should not be lost.I
23 redevelopment apportunites presented by the Norton. aviation 23 Third major point. redevelopment is the key to

24 facilities and should non ha "lseriuly considered. 24 creating the most favorable Impacts on the surrounding &area

52: Ona point mentioned In the draft 215 indicated 2025 Pause without significant redevelopment will not Influsne, new3
5.1j 24 1 that the employment opportunities created by the other 3242 development in a positive manner, reliance on mend-aiding
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17 201 ezisting facilities will limi the attractiveness of quality 17 1 Thank you.

2 development which is vital to the long-term, economic health of 2 COL.. TRM15WaW, Kr. Wright.

3.2 3 the region. The marketability of the area will be greatly 3 And he will be followed by cheryl Flowers.I

4 diminshed by too great a reliance on out-dated f acilities. 4 M. CRIIOUT My nmee Is wil Wright. 1*2 the Fira

5 Four. and final point, is the cost in attempting 3 Chief for the City of San sernardino. My address is 200 Zest

4 to reuse sxisting facilities. The draft NIS is deficient in 6 Third Street.I
7 this area. The cost of causing those facilities must take 247 The study briefly covered firs protection but

21 i:to account two factors. The result in market implicationa a did not Include spacifica about fire protection systems. It

3. just discussed. and two, the required cost of upgrading the 9. ist felt there Is insufficient information to completely

10 existing facilities to minimumn code standard$. 10 analyse the exsiting firs protection areas. espscially as it

22 11 Any changa in use or occupancy of abandoned 11 pertains to the watte supply and fire code compliance.

12 buildings at the f acility will requirem that existing 12 The areas of most concern to the Fire Ospar cawnt

6.2 13 farilities be brought to today's building and life safety code 25113 then nsed t~o he further addressed are the followings Are the1

14 requirements. Ivan without a change in use or a change In 14 axisting fir protection systems sufficient? Can a 40 to

1s occupancy, the city's adopted Uniform Building Code will 2615 90-year old water supply syastem flow the required amounta and

14 require upgrades to meat minimum cede standards for existing 9. I ainWl h xsigtm ettdyssadrs

17 buildings. These standards involve such mItWe as esitintg 2? 17 Naewethe :slating huildings changed usage since original

18 $tales, firme scaepa. corrtidors, vertical shafts, moo"s and &.2 1S cantigoestises? If so. would they mect City codes without

19 sprinkler issues. weoke detector Syntax*. 1s coatly upgrades? For example. fire separations and sprinkler

23 20 This required rehabilitation to scat basic coe2B 24 coverage. Whsen the warehouses woer converted to offices, wer

31 requirements most likely will trigger the seed to deal with 21 the fire protections systems upgraded to Rsee the requirwents.

22 the removal of asbestos, which is apparently in many of 6.2 22 such as Proper saliting systems, Proper firewall construction.

10.7 23 buildings at the Sees. The cost to deal with this asbestos 23 sprinkler Raeds rated for the type ot combustibles andI

24 rinoval and Other code rehabilitation activities mont be 24 at ceteac?

23 included and recognised within the stady. including that cost 235u If ese" of the vacant buildings arc going to he

24 of lost itis in reoccupying those facilities. re ococupied after the transfer of the Bease, It's comon for
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is 291 now tenant to do improvements to a building, especially older i 311 go fesihe ot meekeof the Alternative presented in~ the draft

32 building@. Would then Improvements requite the cost ot the 1 31: Oet the Wattr Department to beat respond to and serve. A

3 building to meet soet recent fite codeS? 3 comprehensive redevelopment Approch in absolutely necessary

6.2 4 Buildings that are reused or remodeled will 4 In toras of planning for and implementing utility system

5 require a Certificate to OCCUPY. So"e Iuildings -- to see if 321S upgrades. We would be particularly concerned got upgrade* to

6 buildings este current Ilifa and safety standards. Some may 9.3 W eet fire flow requirements and wastewater treatment

7 require upgrading of firs protection systems. Arm th. 7 requirements.

30 , existing hydrants compatible with the sur~rouding area fire 331 : MOst of the rouse alternatives that were

94 d protmetio? If not, they would moed to he replaced. And 9. prepared by the Air oce appear to optimistically assume that

9. 0 fnal.wllalte xsigwater and sprinkler sysetma be 10 utility systems in piaers could serve any redevelopment.

11 1 lwtse oso hymeet rqientfotcs1 Syemupgrades will sect likely be required, and theme are

12I4tcin 34 12 botaddressed in the presentation of the proposed action. A
13 1 appreciate, the effoct the Air Force has put 13 complete analysis and valuation of utility systems, including

14 fort in the documents and I hope my commnts are helpful to 9114 the industrial waete treatment plant which wee not addressed

1s thetprocess. 15 in the draft CIS, would be necaeesry to determine both the

16 COL. TOI5PSg~ Me. Flocers. 14 Cost and regulatory and operational requirements for water,

17 She Will be followed by Timothy C. Steinthaue. 17 sewert and domestic and Industrial wastewater treatment. ror

is WS. M.ORMS, Thank you. Colonel Thompson. 1s any of them alternatives, significant future planning endI19 U*r name is Cheryl viewers. I reside at 19 analysis could be required prior to implementation of any

20 3107S Ulc Avenue in Mentone. And I' herem speaking tonight 20 rouse Of the Bssm.

21 in the capacity of Assistant General Menger for the City Water 21 NO anticipate that upon adoption of the proposedU22 Department. I hae. verbal testimony to enter into the record 22 action that the Water Department could necessarily cork very

23 for your consideration in preparation of the final 115. 23 closely with IVDA to define new syetan cnd treatment
31124:t' therogof tl,* opinion of the Water Department that 24 requiremnts and reach agreements for necessary Improvements,

3.1 25 h es of otn Air Force ease plan that was prepared by 35 2S those costs end eventual connection to the City's existing
24 the Inland Valley Development Agency appeare to be the most 9.1124 water, sewer and wastewater treatment systems. A specific
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16 35ý 1 plan for redevelopment of the Smce must be prepared to is 1 alternative.
19

9.1 2 ev aluate the caster planning of nec cater treatment and 2 Currently Inland Cmpies office space Is being

3 distribution Systems. 3 absorbed at a rate of N00,000 equate feet a year. Thim in in

4We'd like to thank the Air Force for the 4 a market where 2.7 million equate feet of completed Space is

,pportunity to comment on this document and we sincerely hope S aveitable and another 100.000 equare feet is nearingI that consideration is given to adoption of a final CIS for the 4 completion, representing a 22.3 paernt vacancy rate.

7 proposed! action. 7 Meanwhile, industrial firms are absorbing 9.800.000 equate

Thant you. S feet per year where 23.8 million equate feet are available.3CC., ¶UOMPS011 Mr. StnSuo and another 400.000 equate feet are nearing completion,a
10 And he will be followed by James Monger. 10 20 percent vacancy rate.

11 ImteMR. nTIOS: O. iNFnae isTmtySafbu11 Forecast for the nort five years by

12 ImteAdministrator fo the Cty' 6 conomic Development 12 Price-Waterhouse do not see any maJor increase in the

12 Agency at 201 North '1' Street. San Bernardino. 13 absorption rate. This "sean that Morton Air Force Sam office

36 14 1 would like to speak in support of the IVES, 14 snd Industrial space coat compete in a buyer's market, one in

1s plan for reuse of Norton Air Force Bass. The ease reuse plan is which newer buildings in prime locations sar getting nearly

if31 of IVOR &adressee all of the City of San lernardino's planning 14 all of the business.

17 and infrastructure Iessues and ensures that the City land use 17 For instance, the major office competitor to

1: concerns and architectural design criteria will be set. is Norton Is the Beancon Corporate Tni-City development along the

I 1 The economic eaiability of the City of 1t 1-10 Freeway between Waetrman and Tippecanoe. Rancon has
20 San Bernardino can beet be ensured by intensive demolition of 20 captured g0 paeront Of the new office abeooptions in the east

21 e Istng non-aviation facilities and new construction of 21 San Bernerdino Valley ar"e during the past IS monthe. with its

22 office industriel and reu"se aems compatible with the other 22 brand nam structures located just off the freeway. They sat

22 newly dewelopo nrece of the City. In particular, I must 23 constructing new buildings right now and plan several sers in

24 supreme my m.. arns with the retention of 2.3 million equare 24 the future.

25 feet of existing buildings at Morton Air Force Same for office 23 In this present economic environment, the only

24 and I ndustrial opace asa proposed! In the Air force mixed use 24 cow Norton Air forces Sass, with its out-of-the-cay location.
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19 1 can compote foe am firms to to combine its notual advantaeg lt 34 1 routs of Norton east be Uindertaken byi IVSA which boo the

3 of the airport $assay citb competitive soften Structures. 2 Organizational structure in Piece to ensure a Successful reuseI
37' 1 0ider structures do not today and will not inl the fuur of Warratos Number 2. the hOG.'. Bess ceuse pian is the only

4 coapete toe a &&aco share In the nec firms coming to this 4 load use plan that is competitive is today's mskcet &n light

s arket. The" Sere too SSenY -- there age too sAYallysternatives S at other projects presently leasing within the regian;

6 available for other uses. 39 6 Number 3, the Air tore= Must recognize that "St.r If not alil

7In tact. the competitive envirtoament ham led the 7 of the non-aviation stguctures an Kortan have exceeded their

a IVDA. in its Norton Air Force Roes reuse plaen, to call for nec I useful lit., and Number 4. a Successfui reuae effort sjIl

3. 1: onstzction on the Base to asborbs reiativeiy law numbers of 4.2 9 require the Air Fort* to comedy the buildings anda

10 fires locating in the Inland ftpire. even cith now Structures. iS infrastructure Inequities through demolition at the cost of

11 If retained office and industrial square footage on the base 1i the Air Force. so as not to burden the lYDA cith unduly high

12 were forced to compete with emitting now structures, these 12 lead cost basis. This will ensure and enable the Ittom toI
13 assumptions of the IVOR could have to be dramatically lowered. 13 remain competitive with other projects in the vicinity.

14 In many respects, the existing stzuctures on the 14 Thank you very much.

is Base to not allow reuse opportunities as suggested by the is COL. THOMPSON. Mr. menger.

14 Air Force. but represent negative values to any cartlathile 14 Nit. U5 s Col. Thompson, $oard Members. Ve James

17 Norton reuse efforts. If the exsiting structures msut be 17 Monger, Director of the Sen Bernardino County Department of

lB purchased at any positive value figure. first the earket is Airports. 82S Soet Third Street. Son Bernairdino.

it conditions will not allow such obsolete etructursa to he 40~ On behalf of our department, I could like fort

20 competitively leased. In almsot all Instances, a deolition 3.111290 You to nuot that we fully support the Base reutse plan as

21 cost asut be Incurred before new competitive space can be 21 proposed by IYDA. Further, please he advised that the

22 built in their place. The demolition cost, in compliance with 412:2 alternative within the plen noted as a non-eviLotionI
23 typical building code requirements, asks any reuse of existing 3~ 3 alternative is not a viable option. Irrespective of whet say

24 non-aviation structures not a viable option. 24 or say not happen to the non-airfield porticon of the sake.

2S In sumeary. me the Agency Adeinistrator fog the 2S Should no body or governmental entity take title

26 Cityso Sconomic Development Agency, I believe that. Um.ber 1. 25 to the Bess, recent state legislation allows for the State of

mmliN PATRICK ROI B AB? N0 csw XMmii PATRICK mZPOSTING fEVICS
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20 1 California to operate Norton as a public airport. The 20 1 COL. 18CUPSmI That complietes the cards that haes

2 airfield area will continue as A public airport. The Federal 2 been turned in. Is there anyone who turned in a card who was

3 Aviation Adeinistration has determined that Norton has a plars 3 not recognized?I

4 in the national airport system plen. It will Serve a purpose 4(No response)

5 and it will assist in batter utilization of the sir space in s Is there anyone aleto who desires to be recognize~d to

6 Southern California. 4 speak?I
7 Please consider the followsing comments for 7 (No response)

42 4 icuinin the final Norton NIS. No aggregate mining should I On behalf of the Air Force, I'd like to thank you for

6.3 1 bealoe within the airfield or airfield support &area. N your Interest in this proceeding and for your contributionsU
10 Aggregate mining is not compatible with any typo of airport 10 end you comments which we received this evening. Please do

43 11 operation. Combine the airfield end aicirflad support leand 11 recall that If you have comments that you-d like to submit in

4.3 12 areas, as noted in various alternativee, as one parcel for 12 Writing. YOU May Still do so. And you may do that by sending

13 public benefit transfer, not two parcels. Realign to a minor 13 than to the address that is provided on the comment card,

44 4 dge thefture airport property line to allow for all 14 again by. I believe, the 9th of March of this year.

44 13 po:tental viation related and support *goes and buildings to is This hearing is adjourned.

16 be a port of the public benefit transfer within the title. is (Proceedinge concluded at Sr32 p.m.)I

17 The airport must retain all possible support facilitiese in 17

is order to sake the airport self-supporting. i

451: Szcudo from the teenager a portion Of the l19

4520 northeast corner of the Air Bees as it im unusable as It is a 20

21 hazardous material Landf ill* ares, as we understand It. that 21

22 is the area north of the A -- correction. That Is the ares 22

23 east of the AVIS building compliex and north of the easterly 23

24 cleer gon, just south of Beat Third hfemel at the corner Of 24

25 Alabama. 23

20 Thahk you for considering these comments. 2_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _

ROBUT PARICKUPWI WINICS otes PATRICK mOBII SNO sVIC
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Fedwal IweMa of Prone

1. Audrey I. Patrick. CR No. 70 Certified An"

Shorthand Reporter. hereby declare that the foregoing January 27, It3pocwedig w veto had at the time and place herein set forth

and were taken down by me in stenotypy And thereafter

transcribed into typewriting aider my direction,

That the foregoing pages contain a true and correct Lieutenant Colonel TOd J. lertol

Directortranscription Of the proceedings had. ZmviroJmr8ntA Planning Division
United Statea Air Force

orton Air Force Due. California 92409-6444

coar Colonel martol:

Dated thl: l§th day of Fehruary 1992, This is ink reoepn"e to the Draft Unvironometal Impact Stotement
1(DXIO) on NM Air Force Amee that yOU recently forwarded forat Ban Secnaedino. Califocnia. our review.

I ftihe Federal Bmreau of prison& L withdrawing its proposal to site

IA Federal corecional facility at Norton. we appreciatad the3. opportunity to participate in the 3mviranenttl Impact Statement

process regarding the disposal endi reuae of Haorton Air force

da, It yea have any questiona, plea" let te know.
Aadrey 1. •_tlck CBS No. 717

epgistered Profesuional Sapertar Sincerely,

AieSlcto n Rv o nt loRviw Branch

ADDIF PATRICK REPORTING BEaNIC

I DOCUMENT 3 DOCUMENT 3

United States Department of the Interior

PU Z John Rittenhouse. Deputy for InstallatIons NManqement
WO2N:u0 a."ONOffice of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

"•''•'" S. Frnw-•CA10-06•107.1312 (iZnstallat ions) SAy/Mil

ne etToe PentagDe2400.(Wlt-RG) Washington•, D.C. 20330-1000

January 3, 1992 Colonel Tomt Bartol

iorto n Air Force iees
San aernardino, CA 92409-5000Me1,or Ssoon McGoldrickSAir Force Bess Closure Office Captain Dale Clerk

Th :Pontagon, ROOM 50973 APC SK.S/DLM•ahno, a .. 23010 Norton Air Forcebs e~we~~~~ ~ ~ ~ int .C 03-10 a Bernaerdino. CA 22401-6448,

Patti Warren, Real Estate Officer

This is a follow-up to our letter Of April 12, 1991, (copy APUDA/B A Buildinge D2t
a portion of Norton Air Force be" for park and recreation San Beltrnarino, CA 92409-50
purposes through A public benefit discount convoyanc*. The

City-s original interest involved a 30-acre non-contiguoua parcel Ciruce ooleman, Codmuity Development Directorwthin the City limits that is partially improved with a Little Clty of Highland

Leaqe ba h fietod. The City has since reconsidered its request 24985 Ba Line
4land now is interestedo in only S acres of the parcel for park and Highland, CA 923464;recreation pur~poses. They believe tht development of a public

park on 15 acres vith the rest Of the site devoted to residentialcuses would be a me economically viable proposal.

Ha have revlewed the Citycs revised park proposal and feel it
represents an acceptable plan for creating a badly needed
recreation facility vithin the City. The reduced acreage should
allow the City to complete a viable park development within a
reasonable tinefrace. This letter is meant to reflect National
Park Service conceptual approval of the City's park proposal and
support for a public benefit discount conveyance of the desired15 acres.

We would appreciate your favorable consideration of this reguaat
and if we can provide additional infatuation or assistance at
this time, plea"e lot us know.

* Sincerely,

(ogd, 1'- D, fulhen. Jr.

•3John D. Cherry
Associate Regional Director
Resource Management and Planning

Enclosure

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 9-75



DOCUMENT .4 DOCUMENT 5 3
010NE OFwIIMAND&MW~

DIPA TMINT OF TRANSDPWATIOW LAW UWNC E

February 20, 1992

Lt, Cal. Thi J. Marial
Director of Ensvironmental Diviasion

February 10. 1992 Norton anA. CAL. 92409-6444

085Sbd-15-7. 1 Subj. Disposal and Rouse ot Morton A"

1. The Jerry L. Pattie Memrial Veterans Medical Center In
tAG& Usnda CA. eppreciatee the Opportunity to respond to the Dragft
"I'l.iranntl Impact Statement (DEIS) on the Disposal and Reuse of

Mortonnn Calne Fasce &a" darted Jaur I9 h eia etri3.6 concerned by the hamenr in which thes DEIS appears to Only give

Norton Air Farces Base. CA 92409-6448 the 'Propo*ed Action' involve. coverting the Basse Intoa

Dear Lieutenant Colonel sartal: ceumrcial airport and demolishing most of the facilities currently
37housing the nont-ariation support functions and replacing then with

new office. industrial and airport-rlelted commercial developmnts.
Tearin dawni pefectl good buildings which could be used by the

Draft Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study VA medi" cetI = =d March Are to treat veterans. retirees ansd
DianasiandSaua o Baron ir onw asmilitary dependent* at minLmal additional east to taxpayers appears

to us to be Irrational and irresponsible.
S1 co fs hae, reviewed the above-referenced documsent and have no 3 th 2. The space requeeted by the medical center is Located in

connts at this ties. 3A the.nrthmset carner of the sas" end could be saved wiath littl I
ipct on% the Overall concept of the Proposed Action. San

If you ha ~ an sesin pleams contact Tom Meyers at Brnardino is littered with Industrial parka an'd moet of then ar(714) 3530-5505 or FA)YX (0714t)'n S5-936. half empty. There is also abundant vacant land around the Bas

Sincerely, that could be weed to build mome Industrial parks.
41 oo3. The Department of Veterans Affairs (OVA) feels that we

shud receive priority consideration in the reuse of this military.4,.-4.7 property because cour primary mission in caring f or military
, /..veterans. The OVA is also designated as the backup support health

NARI1Y J.SAWYR, Cief care system f or military hospitals in times of national emrgency,
Transportation Flanning Morton and March AFse were primary receiving bases f or casualties
San Bernardino County and VAIW bom Linda was the first Line transfer facilityfo
Coordination Branch southern California.

3.9 4. March AUB which io scheduled to accept seve..I ofte
functions being displaced from Morton AlA is currently expanding
the numnber of scarce medical service. contracts it has with this
Medical center. The VA and March A" have developed plans to
jointly utilize the Morton Clinic building to treat veterans and
military bentficiaries ( See attached Letter from thes Administrator

of the March AnA hospital regarding our plane for the Joint use of

DOCUMENT 5 DOCUMENT 5 3
51the Moto ABClinic building). In addition to this planned joint

vtue*tetwo facilities are preasently developing a proposal to ...UO~~*
tenporarily house most of March's inpatient service* at the VA3

3.1durin the renovation of the March ArB hospital. The acquisition ofedition spc t Mro is vital to the success of these plans
and the sev Ing of millions of taxpayer dollars. During the
renovation period and beyond, considerations are also being -5
discussed toward the VA providing care to the Ballistic Missile - G 5u Jun 91
Organisation stafIf which will remain at Morton but become the Covestion with, W Charles E. Clark. Director of Loes Linda VA Hoscoital
eM.ea c.re responsibility of March.

i. Thank you tor your interest in this medical center and theI
health care of our veterans. Any aseistance which can be provided HQ SA/A (e Clarke)
toward helping us to acquire facilities at Morton AUB Will be b lrecle mo 9b 1t ofr 9hteLclV optli
retactl apr ae d. o t you Amns require Addistaontal inform8tion4 pexse they had requested use Of the Norton Clinic building when Norton AF9 closes in
cotc 6 n osyamnsrtv Asitnat71)2-74,5t1993. 1 spoke wi th WV C lark on 30 Kay 9 1. and he saido the VA hos i ta 1 wa er
2526 (F'TS 996-2526). itInterested in gaining custody Of the Norton Clinic. The VA a~fts to ý~sai ;ý

Clinic$ (as yet undetermined) Since they are so cryoped in their currentI
Id facility. They are &lSO interested in storage spat On Morton. Owned Dy the
ý*s 9ClaikClinic. for ass as storage space.

Medical Center Director 2. 1 told IV Clark that we ware looking at establishing a family practice
residency beginning In July 1993 and we would like to use part of the %orton
Clinic for the fami ly practice program. Ar Clark "Se Pleased with that
arrangemant and thoughst that us Could easily work Out A jOint use avreMent for
the Morton Clinic. in fact, he felt that such an agreemnt would strengthen3
the VA's justifitation to Obtain Custody Of that facility.

3. Mr Clark and I did not discuss the modular buildings aroand the Morton
Clinic . A Cmitni t is already being sorked (by NQ SAC and Hii W) to move
those builig to March WE8 to house mOdCic functions that will De displaced
by the PA/Pprojects scheduled to comnncs at March in FY 93.

05Co.01O. MSC cc: SGI lr
SGW (Ot Clement)
5151 (Crwt ISh~vlti

050 Clinic Norton/SG

I ~ ~War is Our pmfews~on -- Peace f ~u produtt

9-76 Nortofl AFB Dispsal anid Reuse FEIS1
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TRANSPORTATIONIFLOOO CONTROL.~

NO__ 9- n1h. 5--S em A84143 -:

41 In S@it14h 4-4.l3I1-4.4.2.4. *Awt Waer U0 osa100dar

*Av 2, 155 114j dam"be 8 to -strm ra. stsswo asnd es amp a
ot Me smrn systyms. lpv~zp 1 ~~ a

)a.am as i03 partiesm ath adK iammoNnt always as,-m -wuq to theDisrc as to am - amdiumcv

Dwirectr a ntarl~ Diviion .io at 14=1at= tai

A~.nz . Ca092400 Its you bass ait gnafo autebyra "odd01 lit PIidomou.Pzal.oo

on:e lamco Pl3,z criwtci.P~ aft Dwiviaam' ago oetM Pann*IISO hea 74 2-S
sa:.m lia=e batpm dVrytul ous

of ~Z5 at Rouise of - inrnrior 0iam

reeie f oull Ditifta fticimma d BomI dm.zkyI.s oto
2M nSm Smmxdminz four y al d0321terntie far. th StMs Mad adayn h

Feray5 m fraomity OMier. wa61t cc nor18 otaiantia contrljSaas
Flo hNJlPannn ad MtmpaTta PROP= aDivisions- em

are tistedbs,ow

I Ag .1 rffcimat wAi sue rnooe tof sadu and mitiv the

7.2 imact-n zof Urn emu. assroiv.U lb aing Owe somui a, him.44
not.u Un mitiatd insf the e asigfldotu5 faiitis sonsenarin amins e d iaustral Distict f cas, an

t23 thesiuth. Va doiasmopa plan afloastion. a-
aid awaider puwossib protection ad Which -1 cludtem 44tim

e1o, ftlod plaiftn8b wwo lrmmt at the
exstin imamae Distit p1* il 155ims fcltes wa

toe .mt lopows wit obldat rtm water~u fro Will3 troso and inceas ing cause by flodn. h

3:. DOCaEn 6;ý DOUMN 6 h nmt tic~mdnm 1y
PROW aam an A NILLEN. ;nprtoma Dirtctor 282 herur 5, 99
D roTec ?SblZfy 5, 1 We Would lik to~fl b. Mf AOfMVXER h3 transportatienrloo othr ould Pafee no fol

"TO& WW 2I623E MEM WToN MICAE Gie.WLE

Public Works Group
rie. ~7 C. On page 5-2 of the report. it is indicated that the Santa

AM Wash area on bas" would be retained as recreation
SUBJCT 0ORTOAl7 DUOX&RAL "D0 35153KIVA ) a s fmp nzo Open space area). On page S-l1 under biological

IMATBAU"(DUE)8 15.1 r asor", it is indicated that under several
alIterntives that there are potential impacts on Santa
A.8 River wetlands, Santa Ana River Woolly Star, *tc.

Provided are the following comes. Dais1 for Norton AP There sam to be ease contradication between portions
disposal and rouse: of report.

=028 =0. The Flood Control District Would be willing to take over
ownership and associated responsibilities for those

A. The. report includes di-c and data on various portionsao the site lying within the Santa AMa River
project alternatives and resulting impacts on lazising foda
transportation facilities. Also included "ae propeoped( . nyitipovetsdacttoheStaAlvra
actions to address thee" impacts. Other than a portion 2. Ayst mroeet daen oteSnt n ie
of Alabasa Street from the South side of the Santa AM nor~th benk may require improvement to the existing levee.
River to about Lugonia Avenue, other roadways impacted
by rouse are within the jurisdiction of the Cities of Sen The Deportment Would be available to eset or discus~s any Of the
Bernardino, Highland, and Redlands. above with the consultant that prepared the DEIS if necessary.

prepared yona transportation, it is not possible to

cuevrretl eatsnted atoe the s end wllb of 1m7.Siniicn
evec~n ater d hes corcitioes prdueal fro juiicreena,
rpossible iersio n aie nnain

Drainahe fESlows fo romenth nort anydege east ofathe get wil
inodusotrial. mhe deNopedon site, isrsndutrily dsujctrge
Snedto beAddesdb h eeomn.AsOt
draitnag wilvead to be. SOaddesed Vae tol thmoe pthenta

pitn uondero thferal Atina l Ri ollutowwhn ciompaege
currentl etimatedat t the..Z. will pof al be requiredian3ftow dischare postsdevlpe i h iedaent fosi to the santeA

B. Norinan flow Disosa and Reuse FE/S "a9-77 stwl
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%4L
1 Finally. we are concerned that ma3or construction in tn,
Vme vIclnity of LCACs operations. as wall as possri. f.ur:.

em, awý4. airfield improvement could d:irupt JAL'as -amn "anaI
' 141 schedule. 'Acordingly, we would like further assurances in

the Final 1is that LCAC will be able to continue to '-r teIito exlsstn and planned expansion fac:lizt-s wth-nt
February 0,. 1992 Interruptlon.

.t. Col. Iftonm$ J. B1tol 
Very truly yours,

Director of tnvironmental Division
AFCEE/ 1SE
Norton AFR, CA 92409-6448

Director
Re: Comamnts on Draft Environmental Impact ItStetent ISIS5 Business Research 4 Developmnt

for the Disposal and Reuse of Norton APS

Dear LT. Col. eastol:

Japan Airlines iJALI and our counsel have reviewed the
Draft EIS for the DispoaIl and Ae.se Of MOrtOn Arm on behalf
o f Japan Airlines. As you may know, JAL ha. entered into a
-antenance agreeeent with Lockheed Comsercial Aircraft

Center ILCAC) pursuant to which LCAC will repair, maintain
and aodify JAL aircraft at Norton ASr. JAL, through one of
its subsidiarxes, is also a minority shareholder of LCAC and
has an interest in uses of Morton AFB which may affect I,= .A
conxeerrCiaI opfrations.

I a Support the land use alternatives described in the Draft
EIS tO the extent that they are compatible with ICAC a

3.10 aircraft - sntenance activities. The Proposed Action, the
Airport with Mixed Use Alternatives. and the Aircraft
Maintenance Center Alternative. all appear to be consistent
with the ongoing operations and potential future expansion of

21 LCAC. We are opposed to any alternatives that do not

Saccommodate continued use and future expansion of aircraft"maintenance facilities, such as the Mon-aviation
alternative. we must also oppose reuse plans that

31incorporate noise-sensitive pro~ects situated close to the
aIrfield--such as residential housing, schoole and offices--

6.4 which are incompatible with noise levels genefated by

aircraft arrivals, departures and maintenance activities.

DOCUMENT 8 DOCUMENT 8

The Resources Agency "OIPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

of California
February 24, 1992

SCHO 91034011

Mr. madeli Gayou
U. S. Department of the Air Force Deportment of wMter Resources
ATTN: Lt. Colonel Thma 3. Sart~l 1416 Ninth Street. loos 44r

Director of =nvronon"aol Division cromento, CA 95814
AfPCE-UES/DIV
Morton AFU, CA 92a09-a446 Dear Mr. Gayou;

Dear Colonel Rart:ol DearColnelBarOI:Draft Envirofm inte I mpact: Statement
The State has revie the Draft •nvirosinmetal oa on the Dispossi amn Reuse at

Statement for Disposal and heuse Of Norton Air Alt 5 saie, on
Bernardino County, subeitted through the Office Of Planwning s-e

Research.

We have reviewed the above-refereneed document and request
Me coordinated review of this document with te StotLa n consilderstjn of the following coments:

Comisfion, the Air Resources, Integrated Minte Nanament. e4d
Santa Am Regional Mater Quality Central Bmerds A" the • a KID
Departments ot Conservation, Fish sod GM., e• d TrmePne atIsl.o "ahe dIjapel Ald reouse of facility such as Morton Air

The Department of Transportation baa prosvided the attached Foae Same hem many pOsitive she negative attribwtee. it to
coments for your consideration. means what they lIt wil

Thank you for providing an opportunity to view ts VI rEii- Iii the traoi ttion im identified in this
protect" regent, it emaemapreet lo this oi a complete=IA" fairly"W=4e at this point and car this

Sincerely, peoifi0 action., cnt loing study of impacts Will be needed
in the future as the Inland valley Development Agency's

/ . plans take shape.

SCarol IWiteside arpoert Facilities.
Assistant aSeretalfY.
intergotharsetl helatiee 11 MNorton's potential to relieve at least Some of the

forecasted cargo and pessenger capacity in Southern
Attachment California is significant. There is a civilian aviation

n10 need for Norton Air Force Soess a a general
cc: Office of planning and Rlietch avlatiJc/commerclal sirport, with emphasis on sir cargo and

1400 Tenth Street as an industrial complex. Celtrane suppOrts the Inclusion
Sacraments, CA ISSI4 of such uses In this rouse plan.

t. 00 -. . ..- 0... MG

9-78 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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Mr. model% "Yo "mb warm a emocdem
February 2. 19923 page Two

1t you Y!.have ;.y q.11'an. plea..,: contact Tom Mayers at .

1714) .13(O i FAX 1)34 IS)-A9. -a-k4 19

Sincerely.-

bARer! J.62"bym. Chief
TrpaordntIono Pranao
San aernardina County

Lt. COl. 115 J. maztel
Director of Inviromental Divialee

wetnAir Farce@ goe., Californai 94096-448

3 Pa: met raft Mairometral Impact eaia
forth Dipoal ndSao" at MotnArForce bese.

DorL. ao.Brtol:

aellwing& commea" to the sh"referancad cis areU.mt- behaf of the city at ""deia". As discussed in
detail below, the City believes that there are significant
ditef~icince in the Draft onviregmoftel Impact Statement for the

I Diegael OAndmomuee of artam Air lasg as" (.21S.). The City
1,4 Irequets that the 3US be revewse and reci~rculated so that it say

Ifulfill the Veasl at the National 3swviraimntal policy Act

2 (3A.in general, the city baa several concemna regarding the

is OntedStte Air Faro baa failed to Coordinat, the

Seaprt wee Pparenc this identical subject by the Inland
Valley DeVelpet gny Furthermore, it Ls currently

ctepated = byth oclaggncee surroundig the bese that a
joint powers authority will be formed to raceive end davelop all

porion oftheBe"be loctalserdb th Federal Governmeent.

Act. The failure to coordinate the enrircewental review process

5DOCUMENT 9 DOCUMENT 9

Lt. COX. Thoas. J. Uartoi Lt. COL. ?boma J. Martal
March 4, 1*92 March 4. 1552

pape2Page 3

other local agencies end the public to understand and cornet ieinmakeS aid the public Without a basis for choceingamn

Ciy ofSdlande requests that, in Comliance with fhA (40 CPU

eavaluate the rouse of Mortae Air foxc hem. Instead. thin Chapter often falls to provide an analytic beasis

opcties taairprAI pnyp radicat sybnot e appoepatyarAdth al ont eev

. posibe cnflctsbeteen he := wlonAndthedetail to allow a decisiocakeer to Conition reuse of Nortan Air
65 (0Farmce sae InaSme htwill sitigate adverse environmental

not bencontacted readn h optblt ftearotconcerned tath srtsita niomna nlss mn
,7 assumptions egrigtepos"atoanalraiv.

dvlpetplane.isusdinteU wt alad'ln uednd Doemver, the SIM do"e not rIcmen mitivation eeaeures to enaUre

Th dicsincnaie nCatr tte38 as air carg" use". that are nout examined in the US5. This USE

:Alternatives Inclludig Th hrpedActia14on,*adeaigned to be cannot function AN an edequate analysis of the proposed dispoeal

1 1502.14. eThi icsion ofM~ a niontlePeo~ft thetenvioenntal Atpoa to~ ledpensuer tat aothesuseAurnForce waa. Therfore, to bhe
thpact our tahe poofa iamcthealterely ivesnint coprtie fom, apprss ove nthied 35dpive thes 1 ei9iae9adte.ulc fa
corc quantittive s btetnent regarisinng i the publtic.- a op Hrunt subeceveantinvelythe anityqustiofs atmee feasibleo
prov idted rearding the igns cac of the difre =ete altmerciat irprve.e-rpoe cin-Arersnaieo
nomerel exlin@ prvielad for caperi I Aecs Fanof t6 pr ithe Thfe era Aviatio Ala.nisueationo the " hnooationdiae tf minin

reg ard aternafficvispetAlthing Cataber meel prevideem~ thean aiVitiey inow AV- the ier aitanthe FaAolternative. rTheCt
Impactsi pofvtiped aseta th e gencserate by the Chapteeed tactioneteetbismn faCmerilaitoaclthtsre
asnodifrntu the alentv. there ismeata ishofl ebetu"i a belavee thatsngr air t MortoeneAir Fociiie rtTeprefoent aasiatin sciultion ofyatn twilomtl be mpac stoatemoenteA et IL roetalitic g r heeo UotS Ayir Forc anaste.nativevr thet willnob
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The City's specific comments are listed below. refle at . Fige 3.-. This figure sold be updated to
recent annexationt by the city of Badlands.

3I6 . 1The sumesry section of the MIS does not aequately

describe hoe ther land wus concept*.* without an tadequata Is Page 3-10. The second fuil paragraph on this page ,
desription of other land use concepts.- the Public viii not ebe updated to reflect the current lease with Lockheed.36 b to read the su ry and understand the ise&4. prOesnted in
the CIS. Therefore, the sumeary will fail to fulfill its basic
functions under NIPA. 215 discuss -ny Inconsistency of a proposed aCtion vith a state

or local plan and laws .... Owes an inconsistency asiota, the
12 2. The !1S does not include any discussion ot *aea testatement shoul4 describe the estent to which the agency weuld

of controv*rsy- or isues to be resolved- concerning this 6.5 recon• le its proposed action with the plan or law." In this
boo] ct. A discssion of ram of controversy- nd *e•sues to case, the 1IS does not include a description of the local playnhe resolved" concerning this project is required by 40 CPU or laew of any of the jurisdictions surrounding the be , except
0 1503.12. the City of San Bernardino. Without a discussion of the plans

and laws that "aLet, there can be no informed analysia of anyI T h3 "* 1.5 __. failet -- ____.conflicts with those pians and laws. Special attention Should heo3Tbe 1.- n .- ei oadesli directed toward the last valley Corridor Specific Plano.
with the California Knvironeental Quality Act As a reqiremndt drce oadte"tVle ordrSeii ln

112 before a reus plan sy he approved or implemented by California 21
IState or ltcal agenlcies. I Section 3.2.2.2. Since te "ster portion of

river corridor *provides a peaceful natural setting that would
14 4. While the City o Redlands has no objection at 6 facilitaot high quality rural and equestrian oriented develop-

this time to the inclusion of the Iallitic missile orga•nlotion sent, why is this are not classified as being visually
Support Facilities or the eiating Ottficr and Non-Camissiosted sensitive?
Officer Military Family Housinq Unita as pert of the rouse plan

ti3 for Norton Air Force Sase, the City does noet believe that it i5 13. Pag 3-33. The City of Redlands supports the
appropriate to prop•ro a serate environmental assesement improvemont of Alaba• a Avenu/Pals Avenue to the level of a "e)or
regarding these uses. The City believes that this HIS should arterial.
analyze the impacts of all proposed use of Norton Air Force Sameas part of one cosprehensive doctument. 13. Page 3-36. The discsson of a=evesent of goods-

indicates that at the time of base closure, "truck traffic on key

5. Chapter Two. 40 CPR l 1502.14(f) requires that local roads will be reduced by about fifty trucks during peak
15 this Chapter include "a~pprriate mitigation zme s not alreadly 22 t ~houro.* Mover, this reveals little useful information because

included in the proposed action or alternatives. oweaver, close r7.. Cl "2S des not h ndicate tge volume of truck traffic before bas

3. this Chapter fails to identify environmental impacts in n Therefor, the signfica of truck traffic impacts
areas and fails to discuss the signifgi nce of the environamental cannot be evaluated because no baseline is provided.
ipaqcts in other areas, the Chapter do" not, and c annot, include

9 f tacilitie in the affected environsent fails to address the

I6 5. Section 2.2.5. Plesa be advised that Alabame capacity of the facilities. Without knowing the capacity of the
Street north of San eardino Avenue and south of San Bernardino facilities, neither the dacisionmaker nor the public can evaluate

73 Avenue to interstate 10 is Currently four lanes wide. Also, the the impact ot the propoaed action or the altornative. on those
City of Redlands draft General Plan would require widening of facilities.

thisstret o si leds.15. Secion 3.4.6.3. Th 1913 concludes that historic

17 7. section 1-3.1.. Although the alternative structur• s in the City of Redlands will not be impacted by noise
diecu4med in this Section does not include a new air terminal, from aircraft activity because the noise will not cause

7.4 widening and impravements to Alabama Street should be included as 24 structural damage to the structures. However, the SIR Should
mitigation meaumurs to accommodate increased traffic that would 16.1 recognize that flight noiese can make the use and enjoyment of

ireault from this oltarnative. these structure. impossible and therefore deprive them of their
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24 historic value. For example, presently, flights from Norton Air 291 the laoutharn boundary ot the bes property, era not addresmed by
force Sss often make conversation Impossible at the Sailey e.10 mitigation S..sures. The ZIS oust recomemnd Mseao to altigat.
Library. a site liated on the Mational "Lgaeter of Mistoric ech adverse environmental impact of the proposed action. (40
Places. The impact of flight noise on historic structures in the CrF I 1502.14(h).)

1.1 City of Redlands and in the City of San Bernardino should be
recognized as adverse and mitigation seseures should be included 30 20. Page 4-10. The analysls of noie" level impacts
in the CIS to address the impact. In addition, the impact of and land use appears to c•mpere impacts to a pre-clos re
flight noest on cultural resources, such a the Medlande Bowl' baseline. However, the sajority of the CIS compares impacts to a
should be addressed. 6.11 poet-closure baseline. By using different baseline. to address

different impacts, the ZIS could mislead the dacisionmaker and
25 16. Chapter 3. The description of the affected the public regarding the potential Impacts of the proposed

environment contained in this Section should be succinct and no action.
longer than necessory to understand the effects of the proposed
action. Data and analyses should be Comensurate with the 31 31. Page 4-10. Although the analysis of land use
importance of the impact. (40 C1U I 1502.15.) However, this MIS impacts, as well am other areas of analysis, assuam a restricted
contains a description of the affected environent that exce•ed airport use as outlined in the proposed action. Lockheed Air
one hundred pages. Much of the matorial, such as tha discussion Terminal/Mow York appears to be marketing Morton Air Force Same
of the runway equipment, is not relevant to the environmental 4.9 to more Intense users. If the proposed action is to be analyzed
impacts of the proposed action and the alternatives. As a on the basis ot the projections contained in the XIS, then the
result, the o:irtant aspects of the existing environment, such transfer of the be" property should be restricted in its use.
as biological resources and water supply conditions, become otherwise, the analysis contained in the 8IS is Meaningless
alsost impossible for the decisionsaker or the public to diacern. because the be may be occupied by uses that wae not analyzed.
This Chapter should be dramatically reduced in siae in order to
fulfill its proper function. 32 22. Section 4.2.2.2. The discussion in this Section

coares the ipacts of the alternative to pro-closure conditions
26 17. Section 4.2.1. Section 4.2.1 merely identifies 6.12 and tails to identify mitigation measures to address each impact

the expected population Inorsesm associated with the proposed sot forth on page 4-14.
action and each alternative. Ther is no discussion of the

17.1 onvironsental impacts of population growth on certain critical 33 23, Section 4.2.2.3. No mitigation smasurse are
easpcts of the msan-sad physical environment, snu as housing and p address the land ue impacts that are identified on
school facilities. Nor doss the SIR contain ay discussion ahout 6.13 page 4-14 concerning aggregate mining, the Santa Ana wash and the
whether the growth conform to, or conflicts with, the local land uses east of the popoed mining operations.
plans of any affected jurisdictions surroundig NoMrton Air Force

27 Same. (40 CPR f I502.ld(c).) Finally, this discuesion ignores 34 24. Page 4-2e. The mitigation *saouros for the -other
the impact of the increase In population on urban quality and lnd u concepts- are too general to provide any guidance to a

5.2 dte*sg of the built environment hecause it fails to 6.14 decisionmiker or to allow the public to consent on their
whether and how the built environment can absorb this growth end adequacy. Thse" mitigation masure should be sore specific.
saintain its current quality. The 218 Most address impacts onurban quality and design. (40 CP 1502.13(g).) 3 25. Page 4-27 and 25. The £X *tatms that details an

reuse are not sufficiently developed to permit an in-depth
2 1. Pa 4-. Th dic ionevaluation of Intersection capacities. The City believe that

6.9 ispacts does not address the Conflict between the proposed ums 7.6 the I could reasonably analyze impacts on intersection
and the public facilities uses designated for the ait* in the capacities. Consistent with the asasmtions eade to analyze
current City of Son Bernr•dino General Plan and zoning. impacts to street sequent capacities, intersection capacities

19. Pages 4-8 and 4-12. The sesthetic couald also be analyzed.
291 addressed on page 4-12 and certain land usa conflicts addreed 36 ze. Section 4.2.3. As required by NUPA. the 3e5

on pae 4-8 concerning development along Third street and 77 should dwu"ns penal inceatibilltie. with local plan.,
I.Frthermore, consistent with the Airport and Airway Improvement

9-80 NWton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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36 Act of 13,P. future airport davmlopnt should not conflict with Higland Avesue. rm starlin Aven1e to the
local p ians. Thaefore, traffic iac associated with tha interchange with State Highway 30, inclusive;
prposed act ion s. old be analyaed under the standards eat forth7.7 n local pl:ns. Voraexmpieunder thue t Valley corridor $Strling Street, freO Highiand Avenue to

• Pacific IPlan, 411 toad,"y and intersections should maintain a Third $trust, inclusive;
siniess oeval at "mrice of C€.. Any imp~acts which reduc
roadway segmnt to level of service beiow a sold be Third Street, f. m Tipe Avenue toconsidered adverse and mitigation meseure• ehosld ha recommnded. Ah Stret. inclusive,
Furthermore, improve ments to streets should not be recomnded if

Ssuch isqprovaants wuld conflict with local circulation plane. Tippecanm Avenue, from the interchange with
37 27. Section 4.2.3. The RIS cannot reaaonably fulfill Third Street to interstate Highway X0. Inclusive

ts function as an onwironsental anaiysis document if the kill Street, from the interchange withanalysis of regionai transportation Impact* cmlude that the Interstate Highway 21S to the entrance to the Airport. inclusive;
impacts Of the proposed action and alternatives on regional
transportation facilities are not -subtantiai, and therefore do Alabama Street, from Fifth Street to Redlands

7.8 not require mitigation, merely because the" facilities will Boulevard, inclusive; andoperaea ovl of er,,ce 47% without ball rouse. Although a

roadway say operate at level of service "V. additional traffic 7.10 Pifth Street, free Alabama Street to Stateadded to that roadway can still hayv seri o traffic Highway 30, inclusive.
consequen~ces.

381 2. section 4n2.3. Throughout this Section there is7 no support for the conclusio.n regarding impacts on public The Mill Street Interchange to Interstate
transportation. Highway 315;

3 i6 29. Page 4-36. The discussion of cumulative roadway The D.l Roma Avenue interchange to State
ispacts is not sufficiently detailed to provide any meaningful Highway 30;

78 information to a docisionmaker and the public. In fact, the 316does not even Indicate all of the intersections that will The Alabama Street interchange to interstate
experience cumulative impacts. HJghvay 10i and

403.Pgs43,44,44,45.Terawy The Tippecanoe Avenue interchange tositigation leasures proposed are not sufficiently specific to Interstate Highway 10.
7,10 allow the decisionmtekr to fully understand the extant of roadwayimprovements required or to allow the public to coment upon the 3. FumwV Insenama Cnnateuntinn

adequacy of thre mitigation measures. The • Highla. Avenus interchang to state
41 31. Section 4.2.3. The City of Redleand requests that Mighway 30;

the following mitigation measures be considered for incorporation
into the proposed action in order to mitigate traffic impacts; 30 The Fifth Street interchange to State Highway

7. A. Infr atru Xua ! E a. 4 ny 42 a. mase transit accommodations such as busI 1 St• Va..~m.7.10 shu.ttle shlters mall be planned and provided in coordination1. flZL~iiua~ju.turnot lanes., park and ride facilities. and bu and airport

Del Roso Avenue, from Interchange with State with local and regional transit system operators to maximize theHighway 3o0 to ighland Avenue. inclusive; availability and use of public transportation at the airport.
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.430 C. Airport operators shall coordinate ride- S various alternatives and mitigation measures .' (40 CrR J 1502.16shering progress in compliance with South coast Air Quality (a) and (f) (emphais added].) The discussions contained in
7.10 anagsent District Regulation XV. 9 Section 4.3.4 dnot appear to address the conservation potential

of the propoeed action or any of the alternatives.I D. Airport operators shall cooperate with
surrounding comuities to develop a commter light rail system. ,C 39. Section 4.3. with regard to storage tanks,

asesos l iCs 8, and pesticide and herbicide usage, the 3 ISn44 32. Section 4.2.3.3. This Section falls to address 10. e t that these itms will be subject to federalt7. 2;tiur Impacts tht Could be Caused by truck traffic fromthe particula imat ha ol e asdbytuktafi o state regulations. The 215 contains no evaluation of the11 the proposed mining operation.ignificance of their impacts on people occupying potential be
ireuses. (40 CPU 1 1502-l1 (a) and (b).)

33. Section 4.2.3. The Z1S Indicates that alt Of the
daily vehicle traffic on Alabama Street through the Santa AAA X21 a 40. Sections 4.3.2, 4.3.3 and 4.3.4. Thes SectionsRiver Wash is directly related to Morton Air Force Rase. The apertoanalyze hazardous waste management impacts basd upon aCity believes that the E1S overestimates traffic related to Sase 10 re baseline.- contrary to the general approach of the7.12 uses. As a result, the beeslis. traffic volume after hoe I. Am noted shove, this baseline can mislead the dacisionsakerclosure is undorestiested and the impacta of reus should be or the public.
reanalyzed accordingly.

46 34. Section 4.2.3. The EIS traffic analysis should 53 41. Section 4.2.3. Section 4.3.3 contains noev3aluatn of the asigni•f can* of ha ard•us waste generation frominclude an analysis of the impacts from potential 'e 1010 the proposed aggrega mining operation. However, Table 4.37.3 intersections along Alabam Street' the extenion of Clifnia acknowledges that hanzardous waste shall be generated by theStreet, and the constAruction stf neeat st-qet strem t in the operation.
vicinity of the Santa Ana River. Thees improvements may be
constructed in the near future. 54 42. Section 4.3.5. The 4iscussions of hazardous

r10J materials and waste impacts of -other land use concepts" does not
47 35. Section 4.2.4. Malther a decisionsaker nor the laddress the sinificance of any of these impacts.public can evaluate the impacts on wastevater treatment

facilities without informatien regarding the impacts of the 551 43. Section 4.4.1. The US provides no support for
9.8 proposed action and the alternatives On the existing capacity of ita concusion that the individual end cumulative impacts onwastevater treatment plants. The propomed action and alter-I aggregate reseourcee will be insubetantial.

native e ch contribute a substantial Amount Of wastswater toward
the total capacity of treatment facilities. If them 44. Page 4-99 and 4-102 The mitigation measurewill be significant because of a shortage of reiming a Iable concerning liquefaction should require developers to comply with
capacity, then mitigation measures should be proposed. 1n2 recomendatione contained in the required site specific48 I geot-chnical report. It is very possible that the development of43. Section 4.2.4. The 13 faiels to discuss the the base will be undertaken by an entity that need not comply
csulatiwe impacts on wastevater and solid waste reactiO•e. with the City of San Bernardino Development Code.

491 37. Section 4.2.4. The I2 ask e" an Assumption that 57 45.S* ection 4.4.2. The %IS indicates that the
wells located on the bee site will be esd available to local p aoctd actio and em alternatives will lead to storaweter

pA P yore to prvide water for reuse activitise. Boyower, no 1 ruoff that could Impact surface and datr resources.mItiaation "soure is proposed to ensure that future Owners of 5 rov there is no evalatrios of the significance of those
the bae" property will meks those wells available. impectm.

Sol Section 4.2.4. MVA requir"e that the 21 contain 561 aS. Section 4.2.2. It is inappropriate for the 3IS to"dsouss.. "energy requirements and of conclude that the proposed actions and alternatives will not have
9 iou alternatives and imitigation t surs" and nentural or . a " Impaor. iact on groundwater resources when the region of"" 1 dnpotnbln resource requ irments and o of luence, for the project already consumes mere water then can be

5 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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annualiy drawn free loc1 aquifers and the proposed action will the 515 addreas mole iacts to senstive receptors during non-
increase demand n by metha• a full curfew hours.-•-Ipret"ga point

agr. Section 4.4.4.1. Although the CiS ackn•owIegee
Sol 47. Sction 4.4..3. The -amsuimd procedures that tat proect traffic viii espoes residancee to noise levels that

127 ouid be used to mitiatagrate mining operationa should be a4esceed a rL of 6%d9 and cuWmlative traffic impacts vill increaserewouird beliition sums..4 arI:- exposed to OwL 65S by up to 3009. n aitigation measures
oa rec mmended. The IS maust recommend mitigation measursa to60 49. Section 4.4.3. The discussion at construction- address advere m p-at~

related air pollutant e sions dos not provide a decielonmmkar
or the public with an accurate assessment of the construction 54. Section 4.4.4.2, 4.4.4.3 4d" 4.4.4.4. Despite
impacts on surrounding communities. First, by ignoring the aircraft ovfrtlight and traffic noise impacts similar to the
e *issions that are produced by construction equipment. the 3IS .5 proposed action, no mitigation measures are recommended for the

13.2 underestimates air quality impacts. Second. by merely stating altemratives discussed in thes sections. Mitigation measures
that elevated concentrations of particulate$ vii -tall oft msut be identified to dress adverse impacts.
rapidly with distance- the CIS does not intorm the reader about
the extent to which these particulat"e my attfft surrounding So 55. Section 4.4.5. The evaluation of biological

Z.2 impacts contains no analysis of impacts on the Gnat Catcher, the
San Diego Morned Toed Lizard, and the Splney Flower. The impacts

:I 49. ection 4.4.3. The discussion of cumulativw sir to theme species should be addressed.
quality impacts dOes not provide any information regarding the
significence of thoes impacts. Instead, the discussion merely 70 54. Section 4.4.5. Despite the identification of

13.3 mentions the mitigation requirements for projects that contribute cipacts to ast live ask tress and a sensitive vegetation
to cumulative impacts. Therefore, this discussion fails to t habitat, the 21C doss not recommend mitigation measures for these
fulfill its primary purpose. impacts.

62 00. Sectiono 4.4.3.1, 4.4.3.2, and 4.4.3.3. Although 711 7. Sctions 4.4.S.1 and 4.4.3.3. Tmes Sections do

the proposed action and the airport alternatives viii cause local 15.4 no ade iS as to each of the sensitive species identified
13.4 1.0 centrations to exceed one hour and annual standards, no by the uS as potentially inhabiting the bes and the vicinity.

mitigation is sugg•sted to address this impact. 72 So. Section 4.4.0.3 and 4.4.5.5. The 913 states that

63 51. Section 4.4.3.3 and 4.4.3.0. The CIS provides no '(asitigotion esures would be needed to offset the temporary
ovalcation of the significnce of the difference between 15.5 loss of watiand and riparian habitat along the Santa Ana Slver

13.5 particulate eislsions caused by sialrnatives involving mining chamel.w KnMwover, the 3I5 does not identify such mitigetion
operations, and particulate emissions caused by other maosuree. Instead. the CIS has merely stated that there is a
alternstivas, need for mitigation measure.

03. Section 4.4.4. Noise impacts from airport related 73 50. Section 4.4.S.4. Tbs 315 should include
uses ars one of the meat critical concerns to Jurisdictions 1.5.6 mitigation mssurs to address the specific impacts caused by the

64 surrounding Morton Air Force Base. Unfortunately, the CIS proximity of human population to sensitive habitats.

anlysis O tease impacts is cursory. For sxampl, the CIS does
14.1 not recognise the added siqnificanre of noise impacts on very 74 60. Section 4.4.6. If archeological site CA-SM-609gH

sanaitive receptors. According to Tabie 4.4-15, five hospitals is excavated due to mining activities, the CIS should require
6 o wold be exposed to overflight minse which exceed, anduigat 1.62 that the excavation be overseen by a qualified archeologist, at

46dB. Furthermore, eith one axception, the management mitigation the miner's esreme, and that all found material be properly
14.2 measures Vill not reduce noios Impacts. The" mesrs merely catalogued and reported to the San Sernardino County mus•um. in

require landing feae, monitoring systems, and a commlnity Radlands.
661 relations offica. Although the 1S does recmmend curfews, the

14.3 i CIS does not suggest appropriate times tar the curfesw nor does
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75 01. Section 4.6. This section should compea the Thank you for your attention to these comments. If you
value of tha proposed ation's short term use with value of would like to discuss these comments further, please do not

3.13 maintaining the long taer productivity of the bhse and its hesitate to contact tha City.
Ssurroundings.

76 42. Ths CIS does not address the impacts of the UeT~yY
proposed action and alternatives on fire and rescue services.
Several potantial impacts should be addressed. /1

First, the reuse of Morton Air Force Base for airport i.w E S. winner

purposes leads to a rik that an aircraft emergency will occur ince
h city of Redlands. At present. the Fire Deprtment Of the:172 City of Redlands would have difficulty responding to such an .

emergency.

Secondly, the development of Norton Air Force sass may
require mutual aid assistance from the City of Redlands with
regard to aither suppression of firms or with regard to hazardous
materisls issues. Currently, the budget of the Redlands' Fire
Department would not support such mutual aid assistance.

Third, the added burden of surface traffic on
transportation routes within the City of Redlands will lebd to
additional incidents of traffic collisions. This, in turn, will
create additional neede for paramedic servicon and, potentially,
hazardous materials spill response. Such congestion would also
impact response times of the Rediand.' Fire Department.

Finally, any development on the perimeter of the City
of Redlands which falls within the response Jurisdiction Of the
Redlands- Fire Department could Significantly overburden existing
Firs Department resources.

The City recommends that the 215 analyze thes impact&

and that coordination be astablished between the tire authoritise
in the cities of San Bernardino, Mighland, lcs Linda, Coltoan AM
San sernardino County so that resource allocation is not
duplic9tld.

9-82Noda AFBDisosaland euseFEI
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Lt. Col. ThanS 3. Sartol
Director of Snvironmestal DivisionLt. Cal. ma1oss J. Selrts1 AIlMCZ-esmjOSV

Director of Eviironmentai Division Marten Air FQrce Sas, CA. 92409-4440
AACIC-SNS/DNV
Norton Al: Force Mass, CA 92409-4445 Dear Colonel Martol;

DeOr Lt. Cal. iartel: The Enviroamenstal Protection Agency (tP&) has reviewed the
Th eateta h neirhsrvee h Draft Drttfvir~mnafttal Inqmpct St toetont (D2IS) tar the pro~ect

The Dernmenta Imac Statsnte for th e r ispe " an th e w a~a t th entit ad Dspeml Ia" S~eme o; Ma f air Faces sum, a"
.. tnvAirFortene mpt Seaem,Californi th 4 pcand ha n c mments. S•M9dM aeftaty CaJlifornima. Our review is provided pursuant

Norton Air Farce las., California end has na c•mo~nt. to the National tnvironsantal Policy Act (NEPA). Council on
Than yo fortheopprtunty o reiewthi docmen. Evironmental Quality (Cla) regualtionus (40 CFO parts 15oo-150|)
Ther•€ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w $m o h p~ulyt ~v~ hed~~,ad8•otio 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Sincerely, On 5 January 194a, the Secretary of Defense announced the

8ees Closure smd sealignasnt Act. Previous environmental
dacumentation includes & Final IS for ths Closure Of Morton ArM
(July 1990) and a Record of Decision for this action (October"Paticia Sandermen Fort 1990). The baea Is scheduled for closure March 1994. The Air

Regional Environmental Office Force will retain three parcel* totalling 146 acres for continued
use by the Ballistic Miseile Organization and as military 

t
amily

housing for Air Force offtic•s and nan-commissioned officers.

The DIlS analyses the potential environmental consequences
ot bees disposal and reuse alternatives. The Proposed Action ins
reuse of base property as a civilian airport and office
industrial park. The plan was developed by the Inland Valley
Development Agency form" from local jurisdictions to formulate
rouse plans. Other alternatives evaluated are airport and mised
use, aircraft maintenance center, nwn-aviation (residential and

Ocameorcial developeont), *independent Land use options, and no-
c Director, 0A (w/orig. incoming) action. Under the no-action alternative the beas would remain
State Director, INM, Sacramento under federal control in caretaker status.RegLonal Director, Bureau of Ninee. Spokane

Norton AnM is listed on the Superfund National Priorities
List (NIL) which is ZPA's list of contaminated sites potentially
posing the greatest ong-term threat to public health and the
environment. This listing is based on actual end potential
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releases of hazardous materials into the environment. Under 6 Ne suggest an interagency agreement or Nemorandum of
Superfund law (Section 120(h)(3) of the Comprehensive Understanding (MOU) be considered to ensure Federal compliance

Environmental Response, CoVpensation, and Liability Act (CCLA);n with the Clean Air Act and timely State submittal to EPA of
better known as the Superfund program), the Air Force has a adequate attainment plans. Such an MUD was signed in August 1991
attutory requirement to take all necessary remedial action to W for the Pease AFI rouse action in New Hempshire. This NOu
protect public health and the environment before the transfer of reconciled the potential air quality impacts of anticipated uses
base property. If the land transfer is by deed, ti•e Air Force of Pease AiM Vith the State*a obligations to submit adequate
must provide an agreement, prior to transfer, that guarantees attainment plans and with conformity requirements applicable to
that all necessary remedial action ham been taken. Federal actions.

As previously stated in our comments on George APB and After completion and consideratio,. of the HIS, the Air Force
Mather AFS disposal and reue, EPA believes the decisions that states they will prepare decision documents outlining the terms
the Air Force will sake concerning IRP activities could have a and conditions under which the dispositions will be made.
direct influence on the nature of the future use of the property. including the mitigation measures, if any, that may be taken by
Therefore, it is critical that the redevelopment cojmmnity, as the Air Force or be required of the recipients of base property
well as the community concerned with the remadiation activities, (pg. 8-1). This action, according to the DEIS, say affect the

1 be provided with adequate information on the Impending environment by influencing the nature of the future use of the
interaction of these two progress. We recommend that the FBI$ property. EPA is pleased that the Air Force has taken a
include nore detailed infomation on the status of the promative approach in attempting to ensure that significant
inveatigation of eGch site, possible cleanup actions, results of environmental concerns will be addressed early-on. we believe
past and current IRP efforts, and future studies, that the Air Force baa an excellent opportunity to use the MNZk

process to positively influence th nature of the future use of

2 it im our understanding that the proposed action involves a Norton All. while we understand that the Air Force say not
3 arlon-ts lesa e arrangement for the Lockheed Commercial Aircraft dictate future use of the property, we have identified several

Corporation ( Lockheed) to occupy Air Force facilities at Norton long-rm potentially significant environmental impacts which
AFS as an interim user and poet-be" closure user tenant. We could be aileviated by providing specific terms and conditions

3 believe this Arrangement should be fully described in the FRIS. upon conveyance of the property.

Furthermore, information regarding Lockhoed-' compliance with
10.13 hazardous wests requirements (e.g., Resource Conservation and Bamed upon our review of the 0115, we have clasmified this

Recovery Act), including EPA WNste Generator Number, should be document as category 10-2, Environmental objectioes -
clearly documented in the FiZS. Insufficient information (see attached -Sumnary of the EPA Ratiq

Systems). While this document is mch improved over previous Air
4 Recent groundwater data regarding the Norton APB TCE plume Force disposal and reuse ITs, sufficient information is not

indicates It is such larger in size and contaminant level than provided on risk factors essociated with Morton's IRP sites,
originally believed by the Air Force. Furthermore, the plume has conformity with the Clean Air Act, future water supply sources,
migrated off-site. This groundwater contamination problem could and cCmpliance With the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Our detailed

10.14 have a significant impact on future water resource use. EPA counr.to are enclosed.
believes the FEIS should include the moot recent data regarding
the groundwater contamination at Norton Aft and the Air Forcems we appreciate the opportunity to review this 0IIS. Please
plan of action for addressing the problem of quantity and quality Sand three copies of the FI$ to thia office at the same time it
of water that sight be available for future development at Morton is officially filed with our Washington. D.C. office. If you
A"M. haw any questions, please call Jacqueline Wyland, Chief, office

of Federal Activities, (415) 744-19S4, (ITS 444-1594) or Laura
5 Norton APB is located in a nonattainment area for ozone An Fujli, Of her staff, at (415) 744-1579, (IFTS 484-1575).

fins particulaton (PH10). All reuse alternatives, except no-
action, may potentially interfere with attainment and maintenance Sincerely
of the federal air quality standarde. Federal egencies are
required by the Clean Air Act to assure that actions Will not

13. cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard,
incrosse frequency or severity of any existing violation, or Nisman, 0 rector
delay timely attainment Of standards (Clean Air Act, Section o wternal Affairs
176(e)). Therefore, EPA believes a commitment to mitigate for
potential air quslity impacts should be made in advance Of 3 Enclosurest (19 pages)
project initiation.
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cc: :r: TerryC Yoner , gAFBOA/BOV. kaahinqton, D.C.
ar .*I.3 C , Director AFCZ BokAP.TaeComrobomaiee emtviSti tal Beeps.... Cempeeeatiea. Bad Liability

Bda* Cosmander Morton Arm Aek (Pepe~tfBl) Ceieek
Mr. Phil Loss i. AFBC2. San Fromcisco, CA.
Mr. Brad Hicks, CWQC3. Lahontan Begion 7 oear ufcient nforsation is provided to the PublicMr Jh Sadura. CA DISC. Begion 4 .ntetdinthe r use af Morton Atm. discussion of the ra U s
San Bernad In. Co. Air Pollution Control District T:Lbae ecso process ot the Rntlto estoration Program
Intend Vaildy Devlpsent Agenc (lap) should be included in the FISS. This discuss ion sho.Ild
San Bernardino Assoiatiotn o~faovsrnmento Inclad. the choice& of risk scenarios available to the Air Force

and the consequences of thoe" dec ision* on ftutre land was

force will take sli neesary actions, with specific. dsteron.*d
pursuant to the Federal Facility Agreement IFFAL, to comply wu IIt

11 the lan ransfer requirements of CNCLA Section 120(h), ue
the Air Forces at stttory reguirement to take all necessary
remedial action to be protciea public heal th smd theenvironment prior to and as a condition tor transferring bae.
property.

B Additilonally, text in the F(~IS ehoull be expanded to note

that other aepects of the IP workh (not ~ust remedial design) say
1D.1 restrict future developeent. It Is pozaiLlf that some uses

and thatplepmeentation at remedial actione may take longer than
design.

10 The DZIS also assumes that the area of cotcntion are
confined to the 22 IMP BIts Thee reasare k~nown areas- ofI
contaminstion and should not imply that potential other areas of
contmination may not be revealed during the remeia

10.17 Invest igatlonifeaeibility etudy (BREI/ S) and remedial
deeln/reeediai action (3D/BAI phase t th pro~ect (e.g., &oil
contaminaftion, asbestos conteelnati~onoff satructures and
facL lit"lme. The 091s fails to adequately discuse ho the Air
Force wil dm1 aIt contamination that my be disovered dring
the remedlatlOn, phas. I

EPA support.* the establishment of a cooperative planning
body for hazardous materials and waste management as suggesetd in
the D3IS (pg. 4-511).

Measures Ceeeevs"tIGs 004 5e~ow~er Act (2CMAI Coostsa

Am pert of its interim u"e at.AirC Frce facilitiese at Morton I
AFB. the Lockheed Cosearcie1 AircraIt CoroporatIon ( Lockheed) has
modif Ied acisting structuree end axcavated and removed
contaminated debris and soils. The Air Force and EPA havsII

DOCUMENT 11 DOCUMENT 11 3
unformed the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) and Lockheed Q,31I tentative date for publicati ontof the Socioeconomic Impact
tha t Morton 1 aFB' EPA Waste Generator number may not be used by Analysis Study and a summary of the study's assumptions,I
Lockheed for its Mas:ts reoval1 and treatment activities becauese findings. and conclusions.
lockheed's commrcia o peratIons, are not contractually related
nor in hsupot of the Air Force's mision at Morton AFS 2 Table S-. e .Eo spaota..." (Pegs, 9-B). Under the
Lockheed has mantai ned that it hae, otined a separate EPA Mastspose acinte DEUS ett t h Golf Course Area GCA) i. toe
Generator Identiticat ion Number tor the removal and treatment of areso mot affectedb reseiatlon ativities under the
contaminated co',is buthanot provided the requested Installation Reetoration Program (IMP). G Iven recent data
documentation to theUt Ar Foce. (January 1992) relative to the miceof the trich~loroe thylen,

(TC) plume and the lee of cnainto masre accur ate
The EPA Hazardous Maste Genera tor Numbers cited in Table 9- 16. characterization woulId indicaet that the entire Central B4se Area

I: Morton aPIPris(g K-6), are numbers issued by the State 10.111 (CBA) is adversel1y i-pected Loem sdtl Amend the teat to
oCaionia PEqualication Board. The Bosrd does not haev the ' describe the entirei CIA as being m i Wpacte byteCE u.

authority to issue EPA numbers. Moreover, the numbers cited are
FIt not coneictent with the alpha sequencing of the identIfilcation 4. Table fl-S. "eumaiof~ la "patm.. Pg -I Under four ofnumbr. i: .ued by EPA. Due to Federal stetutory SCMA the five reuse plane, the Air Force has identified asbestos 'asrequirements and potential liability isseu* assocIatedtwith the potentialI health riek Associated with the demolition of acsal removal of contos inat ed coil and .ietris. *special ly at NiL structures. The Proposed Act ion i ncludes areas Occupied by the
ettes, the FEIS should clearly document Lockheed's complience Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Corporation (Lockheed). an interim
ui th MCRA requirementsa. i ncluding accurate and cuIrraent permit user (i.e.. user tenant oc~cupying Air force structures. Building
nusboer tor Lockheed. (Manger) 742. prior to hmem cosure). Lockheed has already been

Involve in demolition and construction Of some structures in
Asbestos order to accommodate its operationa apc irequ ireents and has

.0, ~~~ ~~ ~1 plans for further such eafttear prt at ite hs epnin11 The FI.tS:h shud provide specific information on the resuts noeeeeeiatioaes Thet FEIS shoul spcfahtstutr wl
saistng failites. Mny ofthes faciitie are ld en C~ud 10.0 tha anyedditonaldesoltlon nd rsotasactivtiurbysLwihel

of3 t he abs surve cited in the DEIS (pg. W-2( e note require demolition and removal at asbestos by Lockheed or any
that the proposed action calls for demolition of the Majority of other potentiel interim user. Moreover, the FEIS should note

eitn s ..te.ocontain asbestoe which Mould hae to be hand led end disposed of would adversely impact th CERCLA baseline risk a asemat.
inaccrae wit th Cla i c ainal main iona Standard Finaly th FZIS shoulId not how hazardous waste and hazardous

131 for Hazardous Air Pollutant.. Demolition and disposIal of mterlae iltTl be treated and disposed by Lockheed or any other
*ebe*etos cont aining structuree may therefore be eors difficult interim users.I

10.3 then portrayed in the DEIS. The FRIS should addraess this issue
of asbestos ram Ia and disposal in relation with reume B.Tbe -su"mmery ef Iepseta.* Pesel. The EIS -ta
alternatives. thet an Iruuasoa In water demand requiring add itina upple.en-

tal supply* would be an impact eassociated with all five rouse
Bpecltie Comments Isplane. The SKIS doss not discuss recent groundwa:tercdate regard-

ing the TC2 plume which is much larger in size and contaminant
1. -Purpose end Weed," (Pege @-I?, foorth paregrepli. This section level than Originally believed by the Alr Forte. More ispor-I
appears quite vaque relative to the .:Ar force'sstattutory obliga- tently. the plume, ham migrated off-site. Becmeeinss netms; This
tion under CEBCLA to take all neceesry actcion to protect public 10.14 groundwater contamination problem couldethave a significant Impact
health and the environment. It seem to imply that ao" actions on future water resource use. "taeret', the FELS should include

141 say be traken by the Air Force while others may be assigned to to- the most rescent data regerding the groundwater contamination at
ture uer. Oeaainemdatioui Clarify the Alt Forcees obligation Morton Ara and the Air Force's plan of action tor addressing this

11 under CERCLA. problem.
2z.;:"sop of hady," (Peg. B--I, seeme paragrap.. The DZI5 4. rsmardes Materials--, (Paeg 0-Id). The SKIS does notI
sttethat the Ai OrFor is devloping a Socioeconomic Impact spcfclyadeehwteewse ilbe handled. For oc-

AnalyalStudy as a companion dvocument to the 9IB. Beeei-ample, on-s ite treatment of wastes Is the preferred method. Any17.31 lice. Th Ar Force should, at leset,tprovide in the "iBs a on-site treatment associated with IMP activities could poten-

2
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I~ ~ ~ ~~.,m •msmmlmeimm.

2C. I tia ly impact the base's rouse schedule through delays. Reslmn- 23 that the P18I include more detailed information on the Status of
on2saite The ateS should discuie the Air force's coasiteent for the Inveetlgatlon of each site, possible cleanup actions, results
on-site treatment of vastespecially for any wastes associated 10.12 of past and current INP efforts, and future studies. Revise

20 with IRP activitie.. Moreover, the document should discuss hw Section 1.3.2. "Issuss Beyond the Scope of the IS." accordingly.
the potetial impacts to cleanup goals may be affected by the

10.211 reuse decisions. While mapacts associated with reuse plans are is. sectioa 2.2.3. "Iaudestriall. fou•rth paraqreph, (Pegs 2-13).
discussed (See Table S-2, "Summary of I macts from Reuse at This section discusses the dolition and removal of existinq
Morton AFS.), th DEIS fails to mention how any one of the fiv24 structures during reuse. However. the DEIS fails to mention toe
reuse plans may be impacted by re mdiation and cleanup levels for possibility that soil beneath the structure could be con-contaminated sites. taminated that my not have been identified previously under the

IMP. For example, Lockheed, an interim use tenant, conducted
7. Radionuclides (Radon) have bean detected in the groundwater demolition and removal operations in Building (Hangar) 763 and
at Norton AfP ranging from 58.5 to 876.7 pCl/l. The 001 ham encountered extensively contaminated soil that had not been

conducted studies and ham concluded that radon volatilizes from previous known an part f th IRP ef ort. Recomoodationg
drinking wate r via showes. Th. U.5 . EPA has proposed a Kaximuma Appropriate mitigation measures should be identified in the FEI5

21 Contaminant Level (MCL) for radon of 300 pC i'l to be protective to preclude adverse impacts from the removal of contasunated seil
1021of human health. Roe ame odatiosm The 'EIS should be rewritten to i n order to be protective of the workers, public and environment.

in-licate that the levels of radon in the groundwater exceed the10.22MCL and discuss theo Air Force's plan to resediate this condition L5. oaoticS 3.3.2. ott Action Altsrmativeo"
1 

lest p grep•n ("eg

atIth i in. 2-44. This section fails to mention whether the Industril
Waste Treatment Plant (lIlYp) will be closed or not should this"".5vIro 9etal5li0uor Aaysis Process,- @eaed paragraph. reuse alternative be adopted and the Air Force retain

(Pegs 1-3). The Air Force States that the 0115 "addresses a range responsibility for base property Indefinitely. If the IPY i. to
of reasonable, post-disposal reuse alternatives." The Air Forcm be closed, the FEPS should state the closure process and whether
has decided, for the purposes of the D01, to use the proposed it will be in accordance with RCRA and Title 22.
Plan of Action adopted by the Inland Valley Development Agency Aeceesdti.oa, The DII1 should clarify the status of the IWTY
(OVOA) for the purposes of this environmental impact analysis. under this rmuse alternative.

However, this plan involves interim use by Lockheed and is. 9.10

22 therefore, inconsistent uith the Air Forces aforementioned ob 12. section S.2.4.2. ""astemater,"Peaqe 3-Sl). This section fails
jectivo for this EI. aOaoeeondationt The FPIS should clearly to mention whether the IlWYp will be closed or whether the Air
state that the IVDA's proposed reuse plan is a F force will continue its use with the appropriate hazardous waste

31 or-dinosal reuse alternative with Lockheed am the central treatment permit. This is particularly important because
corporate entity. Lockheed is occupying Air Force property via a Lockheed, as part of the expansion of its commercial aircraft
sub-lease with the rVOA which in turn has leased the property maintensnce operation at Morton AFS, has indicated that it will
(Hangar 767) "roe Norton AF9. be seeking permission froe the Air Force to use the IrTP in

t. tgsupport of its waste treatment and disposal operations.
"d Ines the oRP s beN ting u rourit (Page 1-o1. t he DEIS Eea datios, Clarify the status of the IWTP relative to this
deines P as being outside trio scope of the SIS* Ainterim reuse (i.e. *t IVOAs proposed Plan of Action, as well
believes ie decisions that the Air Force will sake concerning as for all rquee alternatives).
IRP activ tIes coiid have a direct influence on the nature of the
future use of the property. Therefore, it is critical that the 26 13. 3.3. Usmarioam Materilals/gasardows We Meegmnt," last
redevelopment cýmmunity, am cell as the community concerned with sentence is the soenmi paragraph (Page S-S al saFi"rtgr 3.3.1.
the reomediation activities, be provided with adequate Information "Installation Rlestoation Sites• (Pese 3-SC). The text's charac-
on the ispending interaction of these two prngrsmm, Me commend terization and the accompanying figure's depiction of the TCE

existing contaeination at the 22 IRP sites and pending cleanup 10A. (l.a. * December 1991 and January 1992) which indicates that the
work on the five reuse alternatives (See Section 4.3, "Hazardous *aqnitude (i.e., size) and level of TCE contaeination of the
Materials/Mazardous Waste," pages 4-75 ff). We urge further plume is imuch qreater than originally believed by the Air Force.

23 disclosure of the interaction of these programs and the risk Moreover, the plume has migrated off-mito Into the community lo-

10.12 I based decision process of the IMP. 260c0ieedation: We recommend cated southwest of Norton ASB. eocsmNWHdAtiomst In the last s..-34 5

SDOCUMENT11 DOCUMENT 11

II311 fot the TýCXgroundlwstmr contamination. A. currently described,

26 tence in the second paragraph of this section of the DEIS, the fo the To
conditional phrase "may exceed" should be deleted and the sen- .the text impies that the plume originates from an upgradient

tence changed to read am follows: "'.. contamInated groundwater 12-1 source. "50 lostdat5 This secti-n of the DEIS should becor-

10.14 plume beneath the central base area, which tA&nMd beyond the rected to clearly state that Norton AFB is the source for the TCE

southwest bass bounds;,." Additionally, the illustration Of the Identified in the groundwater.
TCE plume in Figure 3.3.1 should be re-depicted to show the cur- "Margous Materiale/5asrdew Us -75
rent magnitude of the plume . It. 4.3. :ti8d~sIlailsBlgr ous1t,, (Page 4-7 to

32 4-97). Sae comments under number 17 discussed previously relative
14.1lis"" last ,:Gesc coad paragraph (Pgeg to the need to ensure that the IRP descriptions in the DEIS are

"ClO3Sre oninclusive of moat recent field work data. For example on page
n 3-f47. The statement, "If the Air force authorizes intkrim use

of the base facilities...- is misleading since, in fact, the Air 4-77b the OtIS states that "no known contamination extends
force has authorized Lockheed's Interim use of Building 763 via a beneath the existing runways or pavement id.ntify under the

27 lease arrangement with the IVDA. Recommesdations: Correct the EIS proposed acofn." However, recant record searCh information sug-
ind the Air Force has authorized interim use. Also, goats that radioactive waste may have been either stored, wash-

to i eS th t i downed or buried in an area which ham subsequently been paved
the f~tS should specifically include a statement that indicates

3.14 the status of planned or actual other interim users. In addition, over when the tarmac for Hangar 763 and the runway were extended.

the FEIf should indicate whether or not it has ruled out any Additionally, vinyl chloride gas releases have been detected near

othr inrim us proposals for facilitie at Morton APB. Site 20. Level 1 field work will begin in this area in February
10.12 1992.

19. .3.3*. "Esasrdoum seats sagememt,- secnd Paragraph (e In fact, the RI/PS process is still underway and with the
2-80). In view of the fact that Lockheed is an interi user of exeto of is tir fcder no w the
Norton AFB facilities and a generator of wants with its aircraft l excepteon of only a few sites, the Air Force does not knthe

28ý maintenance operationa lcatedpatlan identified vI' site, the MIS sies Fudn eashv l osowd the Ra phas of th ieldshould discuss Lockheed'sec€o I Ianc* with waste ove et po- sites. Funding delaye have also slowe the rZp aseo te iel
should. discou endsL tiok This description shoulc w h o - work effort. Consequently. references to "no further action

c0durrent ntecrim us* tonant od suipdi on (Hanuar) hockheed, is necessary" (e.g.' see PC9 removal discussion on page 4-77) Ifs

com1rrent qite usertenant ofaBuilding e(Manger) ceed. yet to be verified by the regulatory agencies and are not con-
cplyin with appropriate hazardous waste managemnt regula- sidered to be conclusive statements.
tions'

29 15. 3.3.3. "'0IstaIlation Restoration Program Sites,- first seo- Moreover, with reselct to this section of the OEIS, par-
,first pa:graph 1aige 2-63). The description of Morton ticularly regarding description of sites, the text may be over-

Astatinq the hazardous waste charactarization statue of the IRP
list becausce on the LIo ndwater cntasinato e, not just sites Until the ROD is signed, hazardous waste information, in£o10.2 b e part. Roftelumewaos located "i the "orth~eat portiono tory. In addition, proposed land uses across the five reuse plans
the bae." fro the first Delt e "in the firtstopararaph on page frequently incorporates siqnificant areas cf previous haxardous
t-63. waste use and/or disposal (e.g., see Fiqgurs 4.3.2. to 4.3.4 that
3-3 depict residential development in areas of previous use and/or

30 17. 3.3.3.1. "lIP sits Deacriptioss" (itgem 3-eS to 3-6m8. This disposal of hazardous wastes or currently contaminated with known

section of thin DIS dose net include the moet recent infornation carcinoqens such as benzene, TCZ, etc.).

regarding the site description. For example, radioactivity is cIS c -
suspected near Site 19 due to Norton APB's participation in the tionsdationg The Airminate 511a incude th e oSt cur r iel

,0.1 atmospheric testing program in the 1950i6. Also. recent data tions regarding containated sites includ the cost current field
" gl regarding the buried low-level radioactive waste bunker is not work data.

r.flscted in the text's description of Site 20. eaomondationsl s itigation *",mres,- eppliesl to all five res Plas

The Air force must ensure that the IPJ site descriptions iden- IPage 475 tOt4-a). As measure to otect public health andtified inth* rEZS Include the "O: recent field work date. (nql -StO413*P Pms reOpottpulchah n

the environment, any demolition or excavation of structures

1. CSetioS 3.4.2.2. "Grouaetdler guelity,- (Page 3-a31. Thie outside the 22 identified IMP sites should be preceded by

section is sOmehat vague relative to Norton A" beirn the source appropriate field sampling technigues. Further, the South Coast

a 7
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Air Quality Managqment District-s (SCAQHD) Rule 1116 mandates air azz QUAMIY Constan

monitoring during excavation and ceasing operations when
331 c€ontaminated soil is dete.cted. R. l ea-- ias,. The FRES smut Ieitlnag CeR4iedti

clearly state that the Air Fetce will comply with Rule 1166. an
10.24 fOllow applicable regulations and field sampling and quality The 0D15 accurately portrays the serious air qaality

a suranc/quality, control (QA/QC) protocols with respect to any probless In the South Coast Air Basin. A. Stated, the pro)ect
demolition or excavation of structures. area is clasifieid nonattainment for 0, CO, HOt, and PN0.

Therefore, nt only is an air qu:lity att ineeni plan required
NATIONSAL UVIVROYNSMSAL POLICY "-f C0T 25 under State law in 1991, but a coSplete attainment plan Must be

3 ubeitted to EPA by Noveeber iS, 1994. EPA has significant
EPA recommends site- and project-specific environmental concrns with potential impacts to attainment and maintenance of

analyses and doc"aentation be considered for future redevelopment the federal air quality standards since the DEIS correctlyactions. Transfer and redevelopment of Morton Are may occur over Identifles Interference with attainment as a potential impact of
a long period of tise due to potential interaction with the HPi reuse altornetives.
program, funding, and other socioeconomic factors. Furthermore,
actual decisions on reuse of the property will be sade by its ILpeat IAsl1yi5
recipients subsequent to transfer or conveyance from the Air
FOrce (p•. 1-3). Site- and project-specific analyses and CPA cosmmnds the Air Force for their attempt to quantify
documentation will ensure a long range planned approach which both the direct and secondary impacts associated with reuse
could minisize potential environmantal impacts of proposed 38 alternatives. Nevertheless EPA requests additional information
redevelopment. on the Air Force's ma odelIng system in order to compare this

F5 system with our own approved sodels. At a minimum, EPA requests

2.1It ThT ;o" should di cuss the need and demand associated with amission burden analyses for determination of compliance with the
p11 the arlo . Iternatives. we believe such an assessment would Federal ait quality standards.

be of benefit to the redevelopment community given the large
number of existing reqional airports. airspace cong*estion Until such information is available, EPA remains concerned
problems. and adequate regional reserves of aggregate resources, with potential carbon monoxide (CO) violations, fine particulate
Furthermore, we understand that Lockheed Commercial Aircraft (PRIO) emissions, and ozone. The appropriate ozone analysis
Corporation (Lockheed) will be an interim user and post-bes should be of projected emissions. Any increase in ozone
closure tenant under a long-ten lease arrangement. we note that emissions above current levels would be assumed to contribute to
Lockheed is currently occupying Building 763 (hanger 763) and has 39 existinq standard violations. The C5 should also address the

36 plans to expand its maintenance and refurbishing of commercial consistency of projected emissions with the California Clean Airaircrsfytt otherofcilitiesat NortonaAd The FEIS should sore 13.9 Act attainment plan and provide a full description of modellimg
3.4 uly esriedLockheed'Is interim end post-baes closure assumptions.
routilization plane.

40 We are concerned that construction activities are discussed
Nitigatloo in the DEIS in terms of being temporary act ivities pecially

since project development may encompass a 20 year period.
NEPA requires that the EIS discuss all relevant and Although some of the construction phase emissiona could be termed

reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the project -temporary,- we disagree with the approach that discounts an
even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the lead agency (40 1310 analysis of such emissions by focusing on tetleatinng the amount
CFR Section 1502.14(f) and Question 19b, March 14, 1981 C2Q N•o of uncontrolled fugitive dunt that may be emitted from disturbed
on NEPA Requlations). Although possible mitigation measures are areas (pg. 4-111) ." Temporary sources atr not specifically
discussed dur~ng the evaluation of potential impacts, they are exempted from consideration under the Clean Air Act. Such
not addressed in detail. The FES should demonstrate that emissions should be evaluated and minimized wherever possible as

miontial tiaqtion measures will be reasonably effective; part Of the proposed project. This would include discuissinq
16 ribe the schedule, funding, and responaible parties; and appropriate mitigation measures to minimize fugitive dust as well

demonstrate enforceability of mitigation imlementation. as other con1trizaton-ralated emissions.
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We commend the Air Force for presenting potential mitigation will not be allowed to proceed unless and until such a finding

measures for cumulative impacts (pgs. 4-122 to 4-124). The DEIS has been made.
state, ther:,douldaboano Cumulative impact on the region it o o .rq h i oc ospotdvlpeto
mitigation and offsets by future reuse developers were successful 43 lie encourage the Air Force tO support development of I
(pg. 4-122). wh ile this statement may be valid in relative Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to reconcile potential air
terms, we are concerned with the isplication that mitigation quality impacts of anticipated uses of Morton ArB with the
would be successful or that sufficient offsets would be 13.7 State-* obligations to subeit attainment plans and with
ava(lable, especially in this extreme nonettaLnment area. Wes do conformity requirements applicable to Federal actions.
not believe it can be assumed that sufficient omissions from

41 project alternatives would be eliminated to totally discount mitigation

cumulative effacts. The FEI5 Should discuss cumulative impacts
in tens of how project emi ssons (remaining after mitigation) The EIS correctly states that emissions associated with the

13.9 combined with other emission sources within the region would proposed reuse alternatives will have to be mitigated to the
comply with the conformity provisions of the new CAA. fullest extent possible and that the remainder must be offset by

emission reductions from mobile, stationary, and other area
Confomity sources. As described in the DEIS, mitigation may be difficult,

time consuming, and expensive and will require early and
42 The DEIS does not fully address conformity to air quality 4 extensive coordination with the San Bernardino Air Pollution

13.111 plans. Federal agencies are required by the Clean Air Act to Control District and California Air Resources Board. Weassure that actions conform to an approved implementation plan 6 recommend that mitigation be expressed as commitments in the
(Section l176(c) Clean Air Act). Conformity to an implementation Record of Decision and included in the property conveyance.
plan means:

451 TO assure conformity, mitigation plans should: demonstrate
"confonity to an implementation plan's purpose of that effectiveness estimates for mitigation are reasonable;

eliminating or reducing the severity and number of i.IS describe the schedule, funding, and responsibilities for the
violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards memsurem; demonstrate enforceability; and show that projeted
[NAAQS) and achieving expeditious attainment of such eamiins will folly conform.

standards; and

that such activities will not (I) cause or contribute to any
new violation of any standard in any area; (ii) increase the 46 The DEIS describem a number of intersections and roadways
frequ ncy or severity Of any existing violation of any which viIl require improvements to preclude a drop of service to
standard in any area; or (III) delay timely attainment of the level of service (LOS) F rating. It is assumed that these
any standards or any required interim emission reductiona or roadway segments would be improved (pg. 4-37). This assumption
other milestones in any area.- (Clean Air Act, Section should be validated with a description of existinq or proposed
176(c)). projects to implement the improvements or of spacific enforceable

mechanisem to ensure implementation of Assumed roadway
The conformity analysis should use the same emissions model 47 isprovemente. TO the extent that roadway isprovsments would be

am in the Stao Implementation Plan in order for emissions a an impact directly related to reuse, the impacts of the
factors to be consistent. Given the mandate that air quality 7.35 improvemesnt on neighboring businesses and residents should be
attainment plans for particulates, carbon monoxide and ozone be 1 presented in the FEZS.
submitted in a federally approvable form in 1991, 1992 and 1994,
respectively, it is imperative that approval of any of the We encoursge the use of Transit Oriented Development for all
proposed reuse aiternatives include enforceable commitment that 46 reuse alternatives at Norton Arm due to its value in reducing air
proposed redevelopment of the facility not interfere with the pollution. We als suqggst the FBIS evaluate the air quality
timely attainment of air quality standards. It is EPA's position 7.16 benefits of modifying or phasinq development of the base as a
that, prior to Air Force's approval of, or otherwise enabling any mitigation measure to minimise traffic congestion.
reuse of. this facility, the Air Force must either sake a finding
of conformity, consistent with the CAA, or provide a federallyenforceabis mechanise to ensure that any reuse of the facility

10 It
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WAU RESOURESCONST Nawtion Comments

watet Supply commesto Section Four Of the Executive Order 11990, Wetlands, states:

The DEIS states that trichloroethylene (TCX) groundwater "when Pederally-owned wetlands or portions of wetlands
contamination has been discovered in the northeast portion of the are proposed for lees, easemeant, right-of-way or
baso (pg. 3-63). Althouqh no contaminatLon.sbove acceptable diepoanl to non-federal public or private parties, the
levels has been detected in potable water supply wells on the Federal agency shell (1) reference in the coneyamnce
base. we rosa ln concerned with the quantity and quality of water thoae u=ea that are restricted under identified
that sight be available for future development at Norton AB, and Federsl, State and/or local wetlands regulations; and

49 envision that the character and extent of development will, in (2) attach sppropriate restrictions to the uses Of
large part, hinge on water. Ie recoemend the FP1$ discuss properties by the grantee or purchaser and any
further the quality of water available for the various reuse successor; or (3) withhold such properties froe"1 scenarios on the base and provide current data on the quality of disposal.-
the base supply wells. 521 EPA believes that the Air Force must ensure, prior to disposal of

Groundwater provides a major portion of the regional water 15.7 Norton AMl. that wetlands are fully avoided and protected.
supply. The OtIS clearly states that projected demand will
exceed groundwater availability with or without rease of 0ortan $eetioe 404 comeente

Z0 AFS and that other sourcs sof water will be required (pg. 4-104).
The FEIS should address the issue of water availability and 531 The description of regulatory requirements for wetlands, as
evaluate the feasibility and potential for aupplemental water stated on page 4-167. should be sxpanded to nots that the

121 sources. The cost (environmental and econoelc) associated with diecharge of fill or dredged material into waters of the United
State*, including wetlands end other special aquatic sites wiil

dl.r require authorization by the U.S. Army Corps of enqineers and
51 m e recosmend the Air Force adopt a stronger water also muet comply with EPA's 404(b) (1) Guidelines. We note that

conservation position and consider base rouse as an opportunity the proposed action would result in a loss of approxieately 5
to apply conservation and pollution prevention measures in a acres of Riverside•n alluvial fan sage scrub and less than 1 acre
wide-scale, efficient manner. Wherever possible, we urge the Air of wetland vegetation. It is unclear how many of these acres are
Force include water conse=vation massures in the terms and juriedictional wetlands or waters of the United States.

t conditions under which the base would be conveyed. for instance,we encourage the Air Force to promote water conserving

landscapinq and water efficient facilities (e.g., low-flush
col•odes). Such an approach would be especially valuable since 54 The DEIS does not demonstrate that the proposed action is
such of the existing infrastructure is very old and my need the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative for
replaceeent, thus providing an opportunity to install water base reuse. Many of the reuse alternatives are multi-purpose
efficient and water reclamation systems. In addition, several projects (e.g., airport and comercial purposes). EPA believee
proposed reuse alternatives would require up to 37t of the water I alternatIves for Seoh project purpose should be evaluated in
supply for landscape irrigation and say benefit from increased order to dermine ithe proposed cosposito action is the Ieast
conservation methods. The California Department of Water environmentally damaging practicable alternative for all project
Resources is in the process of prepering a list of Urban Water purposes. We believe portions of the composite alternative(s)
Conservation Beet Management Practices end . otentiel seat could be modified to reduce or eliminate potential impacts to"Maneqament Practices (enclosure 2). We recommend the nIS wetlande and waters of the U.S. Thus we recomend that the FEIS
utilize as many of these concepts as is fesible in developing include an alternative analysis for each project purpose or
the previously mentioned conditions of conveyance. consideration of modlifled alternative components. Pursuant to

the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, an alternative is practicable if it is
available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light
of overall project purposes (40 CFA Part 230 Section 230.3(q)).

12 13
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Envirnnental I eaIts GeILThIOMI IOLLUTION P53SYIaXo, WROTE MINIMISITION,
1NfCTCLtV, AN DIODZ!VUBZTT COMUMD~S

The D•lS states that cumulative losses would adversely
affect wildlife species such as raptors that require open areas 59 EPA believes the Air Force has the opportunity to assure

55 for foraging (Pg. 4-166). The FEbS should document potential that the micro-scale environmental conditions are msintained in a
cumulative impacts in more detail. The discussion should positive manner regardless of the future use of the property by

15.9 evaluate all direct and indirect impacts to vwters of the United ensuring that appropriate conditions are placed on the property
sttems, including potential iapacts to wildlife, conveyance. We urge the Air Force to use this mechanism to

incorporate specific recommendations offered in our review of the
Aggregate mining is briefly addressed in the DEIS and may DOIS and to promote conservation, pollution prevention, waste

56 result in a temporary loss of wetland. The FEIS should describe minielzstion, recyclinq aKnd preservation of biodiversity.
how aggregate mining may result in only a temporary los of

15.10 wetland and wildlife habitat. Include a discussion of proposed As part ofithe purpose and need for this action, we
reclamation efforts, techniques, and responsible parties. An recommend the Air Force consider including a brief discussion on
alternative analysis of the aggregat. mining project purpoae the opportunities for implementing the above principles. EPA
should evaluate mites which do not wire the discharge Of fIll believes these are ite" which should not be disjoined fron the

or dredged materia1 into waters of the United States. All physical. economic, and political nature Of the action as defined
practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not in the DOIS. For exasple, we suggest the FEIS discuss the GreenLights Programl and other Imeasures which would lessen energy usage
involve discharge into special aquatic sites such as wetlands are t i o r rse arn ther constrwctious
presumed to have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem for reuse alternatives and construction.
unless clearly demonstrated otherwise by the applicant (40 CFR
230,!0(a) (3)). EPA also views base transfers as an opportunity to encouraqe

implementation of "Waste- recycling and minimization programs.
LndensEred.. olciWs We encourage the Air Force to consider being a proponent of

implementing the California Integrated Waste Management Act,
57 Adverse ispacts to endangered species have been identified source reduction, recycling and compostinq progrss for reuse

in reuse plane (Table S-2 Page S-11). The Air Force should ensure efforts. These programs and the principles of ainimization and
15.11 that the FEIS Specifles how these endangered species will be recycling should be seriously considered when determining the

protected. advsntages/dieadvantages between alternatives which propose
complete demolition of existing facilities and those whichSpropose reuse of these facilities. For instance, the FEIS should
explore the possibility of structuring an incentive program into

58 Mitigation is not described for potential lmpacts to $ acres the actual land conveyance process which would evaluate proposed
of Rivereidean alluvial fsn sage scrub and ieee than 1 acre of uses on the basis of the projects level of pollution prevention,
wetland ( p. 4-163). EPA's goal is no net loss of in-kind waste minimization, conservation, etc. Furthermore, we recomnd
acreage. values. and functions of waters of the United States. the 711S discuss recycle options for the demolition and
The FEIS should evaluate mitigation to offset unavoideble impacts conetruction materials which could result froe base closure and
to waters of the United States, including wetlands. Mitigation reuse.

15.12 should folly compensate for the acreage n and value ost. The
FfIS should address specific mitigation goals, site 0=312

characteristics, site preparation, vegetative speciee end sip 4 to
be used, the oposition, density, and success criteria, i. p -14 ble .5-1. Polychlorinatod biphenyls (PCs),are
implementation schedule, a maintenance and monitoring plan end a 0n ] also regulated by EPA pursuant to the federal Toxic Subetances
remediation plan should mitigation fail to meet established Control Act (TSCA).
goals. 11 2. We recommend including preclosure statistics along side

closure statistics in the alternative descriptions to aid In
comparison of alternatives.

14 is
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&Neatt at twi,. tttnt.,. I,-- *d)-iFCJom Jbapllst 11/19/90

envrotnntal impact of th. Atnis'

to-tet Ofthwtt~'J"UST ABOUT FINAL' LIST 0F42W 21e1 ident. asot tified meap patential eavelnometAal impats requirling BEST HANAAEU5)t? PRACTICESI
*~AM A" dWQ to the. Proposal. IM Vsone. may Rams disclosed OtRSONumtiaN foe. AM Iapplication, of mittgation seaasies thot o3Mld be soamplisha with M more than Minor p"OTTIAL 5538SChanges to thte propoal.

*-Ottwmntl Chontrfrn This IS the -just about final- list of Urban water Conservation,The 3MA reoew has ldmnt,(,ad envronftnital impacts that amid Do awoidmd is orde to BolttNanagoemni Practices and Potential Bsot Maonagement
foll ~oecttheonoro~n. aerets, xe -Yr-ape 3q~5~ 3 p53M rac iC - It ref lects the agreement reached at the Bay Deltaaltern~ative or appication atw iaf~ meaue that can re~ the 4fiar A impac. Urban w:t Conservation Subgroup meeting held November 19, 1990SIR indd like to -e1 with the load agoeeq to reduc theee zmpcta. water suppliers and public interest group. interested in findi.rq

m-owronat l i-ond tor ,ut how thy con participate neat Kayain a nAlor signing ceresor'jTh PrWt.r ta- identified signiftont .. eleretal impact~s thtat awn bt ao. .ided in frthe K. oand"s of Understand ing can calJonas NMntor., Chi:-ord rtoot ,n~aepnoto o ~ioat orn,.sees~o he Wat:r Conservatio'n Office. California Department of Wat r
im ~ U.n preferred altecosciW 0 onsideratina ad SOtD aWProject

oltoenetivlo.ancladirq the no action alternnetia Or a newr altereataee). DCP intend& to Teciei o einto fBPsaewiork with t% load Agency to rwc them imhpcacrafots.gaio f H'ae
Dj-Dwt.~.ttely reatetacoryI. EStablished and generally accepted practie amngwter

ranppliers thatrol in sore ofiintseadcno t-Je EP eiwbatdnimdavrs lwtlfpetto that are of mtet Iiciset amgb" of water; otresl niaeI-t1
twki thet they aet wmastiefentory tro thm standpoint O ad ~eeein~tal quality. PthllC
health or, well~es. EPA intends to work with the Ioad agenecy to vedn thine imacs I 2- Practices for which sufficient data are available f roe
the potential unsatisfactory impactsagee not Itiped deontato theect to inicte thata hi

propsalwillbe ecomendd fo reerra tosignificant Conservation can be achieved; that the practicesare technically and economically reasonable and not soci~s,1.Agsacy of tie Imact Stmt=W un cceptablo; and where there is no apparent reason Eor most
agencies not to carry out the practices.

ZMeIA ee the =daft CIS edeqetel seft 009th the eomnixnnntal isottf ) 09 the it is recogniced that estimates of reliable savings are uvailoole
preferred altennative and tiose Of the alternatives reseonaly awailala to the Project Or f or sse BliP's but are not available for others. For instanceaantbe, NO further analysis ot data collection is lsomaty. but tile saVINAM msy SAMgee Public Information is included as a BSHP even though no onethe adition of clarifying leegAege Orintin currently can reliably predict saaotly how such wrill beconserved.Categry 2'-Ioeuftticient Information

In thtatcase the water districts signing the Memorandum of7he draft U15 dose- onat itn sagicisent Irdogation for OR to folly aese wiLilJ.udsrstanding would commit to carrying out public information
Amat htSol eabddi ofL~ rts h nitme.o I pr g rams. Thair water needs estimates for the current Bay-Delttremiieng boas Ahniidlwnaihl nll lteenatives that are w ithin the 810 u -ter rights hearings would not be reduced to reflect specilati acc Altersnativse analysed in tao draft £18 andca could reumth 3 NM OSA seMtzo letaOf estimates of potentiali savings f roe that BSHP. If water savingsthe action. Ube identifie wk.iea nemta data. enolysse. or disoasehn shoild he data fros implemented programs become available they will heincluded inrthe final EIS. n-cludsd in future water heeds estbmates.

~t~j-nadeQneteTo reflect thiso differentiation. two catagorass within the amp8
fo heba iewe"M t the dr aftSIS adequately eeesee pnttL&nY significan.t list are proposed: "haP's For Which Estimates of Reliable Savingsaseetgo.,tal epacts at the action. air the VA reviewer has identified haw. reaseoeblyl Are Available" and -"BI's For Which EtaetiSae of Reliable

aaslable alnaenatives that ene outebde of thM spstit Of alteraqwas . analysed In the tc' Iates of Savings Are Not Available."draft 01256 which should to amlynd in Iea to ne&= the petentig by significnat etteiggo,
discssoins ar. Of such a magnitude that they ohm"d lm gull public rewism. at a draet
stage. EPA dosr ttlee3t3 ei 1 sheet o Mpte d3sana"o Sect."'30 ravta.. eami tius honald be tfWa~y revised and sets available for Public
comnt in a mtppleattal or resisad draf t US. CAtoMheelass of the potential eluifimeUt AA

impact& snoolned. this Proposal could be a candidate tor referrel to the C006
*ftomi ~tM rutnwl 1640. aPottiy end FrOceOdrM for 3Mtoer ReiwOf Federal nttiMn Satigthe Ernvorma,.,,VMt"

DOCUMENT11I DOCUMENT 11 3
Also included are brief descripti~ons of methods for implementing 11-19-90 jbsplisttheBi'.-I is rocogniced by all parties that a single
ispesnatio r.0 ethod for A Blip Would not be appropriate for all
water suppliers. In fact it is likely that Ce tho process movesI
forward water suppliers will find new implementation sethods even "JU~ST ABOUT FINAL" LIST OF BEST MANlAGEEN~iT PRA.CTICESsore effective then those described. Wording is incluadesPecifying that any implementation method used should be at least it is recognized by all parties that a singles implementationas effeactive as the methods described. method for a BliP would not be appropriate for all water

The list of Potential BliP's contains those potential pract ices splso
tha t ..ould be studied and, where appropriate, desonstration In fact it is likely that as the process moves forward water
projects would be carried out to determine if the practices meet suppliers will find new implementation methods even soreI
the criteria to be designated as ShPne, affective than those described. Any imploemntation method used

should be at least as effective as the methods described.

Blip's For Which &gtizatan of Reliable tavinos Are Available

These are BliP's that water agencies commit to implementing.
Their water needs esi at wil be adjusted to reflect reliable I

esimates of savings f roe thwie category of BliP's. Th, water
agencies wil alo Soure thr actu 1al ainge sothat the saving
estimateswwiNll bex refine fore future water ned es0timates,

1. INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR WATER AUDITS AND INCENTIVE PROGRAMES
pOR SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, MULTI -FAMILY RESIDENTIAL,
INSTITUTIONAL, AND GOVERNMENTAL CUSTOMERS.

implementation methods, at leest as effective asI
identifying the highest (perhaps the top 10% to 2ot) water
users in each sector; directly contacting thee (e.g. mail
end/or telephone) and offering the serviceaon a repeating
cyclen; providing incentives pro~ected to be sufficient to
achieve custoser participation (e.g. free showerheads, hoseend sprinkler t imers, adjustment to high water use bills ifU
the customer* implement water conservation measures, etc.).This could be a Cooperative water and energy audit program
with th. local. energy utility.

2. PLUMBING

ENFORCEMEN4T OF REQOIREHENT FOR ULTRA LOW FLUSH TOILETS IC
ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION BEGINNING JANUARY 1. 1992.I
Implementation methods: at least as effective as contacting
the local building departments and providing information to
the inspectors; and contacting major developers end Plumbing
supply outlets and inforeing then of the requirement.

PLUMBING RETROFIT.

Implementation Methods: at least as effective asI
delivering retrofit kite including high quality showerheads

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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and toilet displacement devices or other devices to reduce parks, cemeterimes parks and publicly owned landscpaes on or
flush volume for each home that does not already have UL? ad3acent to road rights-of-way; Contacting them directly (by
toiLets; offringm to install the devices; and following up sail 1nd/oC telsphone); offering thee free audits using
at least three t . IMethodology much a that described in the LAndscape Water

Tnagemmnt Handbook pr:pared for the California DepartmentULTRA LOW FLUSH TOILET RZPLACCHN PROGRJAMS. of vate R"-Cou s 'I'd incentiveS Projected to be su ffJcI ant
to achieve cwstmore participation (e.g. €otundinq

I:Plem :t ti o ethos: at Least as effective as impr tovlnl eeded to achieve th conservationsang;
etbihing = s pr~qrdn to replace, existin tciasts over a Provýiditi follow leadis ast .on. .eVery five years;

reasonlble period of tine With tliset: th t ue not more "n4 providing multi-lingual training and information

than I.6 gallons par flush, perhaps throughi.a requirement necessary for implementation.
that all toilets be replaced at or within six months of
property resale or providing financial incentives projected J. LANDSCAPE WATER CONSERVATION UREUIREMENTS FOR New AND

to be sufficient to achieve customer participation. EXISTING COMMERCIAL. INDUSTRIAL, INSTITUTIONAL,
rGOVERNNEWTAL. AND MULTI-FAMIILY DEVEL.OPMENTS.

NRote: It is re.og.ied that data em the roliable savinsg
froa tbe Oltra Low Flueb Toilet teplaremeat progrm are Implementatiom Method:: at least as effective as
cutre.tly beiog gatbered and analysed. The reeWlte Of this cooperatinq with citime. counties and the green industry in
analysis should be available by October ItI7. the :ignore the *ervice area to develop and implement landscape uatar
to the sOO wosit to working to agree os as etimete of conservation ordinances pursuant to Aesemily Bill 325.
reliable savings from this. UN that san be used in the Ray
DOlts water rights proces.

3. O IST R IBUT ION SYST E M WAT ER AUD ITS , LEAR DETECT ION AND REPAI R. Thos ar Wh ic h wate r ae ncib l C vmmi A e ot •va riab le
• Theee are BMP*s that water agencies comit to isplesenting.

Implementation methods: at least as effective as at least However because it is not currently possible to reliably estimet*
once every three years completing a water audit of the water the sevings that will result, the water needs estimates will not
supplier's distribution system uming methodology such am be adjusted to reflect savings from this category of 'NPas. To
that described in the American Witer Works Association's the extent possible the water agencies will measure the actual
"Manual of Watersupply Practices, water Audits and Leak savings eo that the estimates of savings will be included in
Detection;;" advising customers whenever it appears possible future water needs estimates.
that leaks exist on the customers' side of the "mter; end

performing distribution system leak detection ahd repair 1. PUBLIC INFORMATION.
whenever the audit reveals that it would be cost effective.

IMPISS on~tiOn methods: at least as~effective as ongoing

4. METERING WITH COMMODITY RATES FOR ALL NEW CONNECTIONS AND progrome providing speakers to community groups and the
RETROFIT OF EXISTING CONNECTIONS. medie; using paid and public service advertising; using bill

inserts to promote conservation; providing informtion on
Iaplaeantation methods: requiring meters for all new cuetomers- bills showing use in gallons par day for the last

connections and billing by volume of use; and establishing billing period compared to the same period the year before;
in a reasonable amount of time a program for retrofitting providing public information to promote Other wat:er
any existinq unnetered connections and billing by volume of conservation practices; end coordinating with other
use. for example throuqh a requirement that all connections governmental agencies, industry groups and public interest
be retrofitted at or within six months of resale of the groups.
property or retrofitted by neighborhood.

n. LARGE LANDSCAPE WATER AUDITS A-D INCENTIVES 2. SCHOOL EDUCATION.

Implementation methods: at least as effective as ongoing
Implementation methods: at least as effective as programe working with the school districts in the service
identifying all irrigators of large (e.g *E least 2 - 3 area to provide educational materials and instructional
acres) landscapes (e.g. golf courses, green belts, comoon assistance.
areas. multi-famiLy housing landscapes, schools, business

* ~4
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3. COPSERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER AUDITS AND INCENTIVES. a. ECONOMIC INCENTIVES

nIplamentation methods: at least as effective as Offering financial incentives to all customer classes for
identifying all commercial and industrial customers; thea to implement conservation. If the water supplier
contacting all of the industrial customers and the largest vholesales water to other water suppliers they will also
(e.g. the top 10% - 20a) of the commercial customers offer them financial incentives to conserve.
directly f by sail and/or telephone); offering thee free
audits and incentives projected to be sufficient to achieve Implementation aethods and schedule: to be developed as
customer participation (e.g. cofunding improvements needed specified in the Nemorandum of Understanding.
to achieve conservation); and providing follow up audits at
least once every five years.

4. ELIMINATION OF DECLINING BLOCK RATE PRICING STRUCTURES
WITHIN CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS.

Implementation methods: at least as effective as revisingthe water supplier's pricing etructure to eliminate

declining block rates within customer classification*.

LA"DSCAPE WATER CONSERVATION FOR NEW AND EXISTING SINGLE
IllFAML HOMES.

Implementation methods: at least as effective as providing
guidelines, information and incentives for instsllation of"more efficient landscapes and water moving practices (e.g.
encouraging local nurseries to promote sales and use of low
water using plants, providing landecape water conservation
materials in new home owner packets and water bills,
sponsoring demonstration gardens); and working with cities,
counties, and the green industry in the service ares to
develop landscape water conservation ordinances pursuant to
Assembly a1 1 325.

6. WATER WASTE ORDINANCES.

Implementatioo method is: enacting and enforcing ordinances

prohibiting gutter flooding, seles of automatic (self
regenerating) water ..- teners, aingle pass cooling systems
in new industries, no- ecirculsting systems In all new
conveyer car wees syet.m., and nonrecycling decorative wster
fountains.

W WATER CONSERVATION COORDINATOR.

ImplemsntatiOh methods: at least ae effective em
designalting a water conservation coordinator responsible for
preparing the conservation plan, managing its
implementation, and evelueting the results. In very small
agencies this sight be a part time responsibility. In
larger egencies this would be a full time responsibility
with additional ataff as appropriate. This work should be
coordinated with :he agency's operations end planning staff.

I
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il-19-90 J&HPLIST Isle" ga y

"JUST ABOUT FINAL" LIST Or MOSRVILL BaSn MAxAsn" PosaGICUS ~iO t 5 nd th Sm e

These are potential tpractices that Would be studied and. Wher.A ma wo mu
apprprliste. daws rsatiston projects wtet&W be carried out to
detersine if the practices Beast the criteria to be degiqnated as ,
apsP 0.

I- EFFICI ENCY STA4DARDS MOR WATER USING APPLIANCES AND IPRIGATION

2. REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING MATER USING APPLIANCES (EXCEPT TOILETS ii Col. Thomme.L lowe
AND sHONERNEADS WHOSE REPLACEMENIT ARE INCORPORATED INTO ESTm O fe cl SROlNFR ~DRUM
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES) AND IRRIGATION DEVICES. AFNCE4fi/Of.1010 Air hae GuM&Se C~W~ *400

3. RETROFIT Of EXISTING CAR WASHES.I

O. RAYWATER USE. Dow Col. Iffno

S. DISTRtIBUTION SYSTEM PRIESSURE REGULATION. B Ok~dSlme edwUmwto SmDidSiowoiwew anpmSNW.O.mv
CIV of Snme -toMS- Doep.Mnumn. Theae omwommes RanOma betoleOd 10Si me v ae.

6. WATER DISTRICT BILLING RECORDS BAGKf DOWN Bit CUSTOMER CLASS 0ARS SiW &"wp*Os, s oae ft -u r Vow 0iCgmww A900"p 1,ITAMt
tE.G. RESIDENTIAL. COMMERIAL., INDUSTRIAL). Sue AN PoVo 0 any W-S Oiman- it needed. 18411 MGM 10 o wMB malke

7. RATE STRUCTURES AND0 OTHER ECONOMIC INCENTIVES AND
DISINCENTIVES To ENCOURAGE MATER CONSERVATION INCLUDING
SEASONAL RATES, INCREASING RLOCK RATES. HINIHIZSD SERICE
CHARGES; CHARGING MIX CONNECTIONS WITH A SLIDING-SALE

CONNECTION FEE TARGETED To ENCOURAGE INSTALLATION Of MATER
EFFICIENT FIXTURES. APPLIANCES. AMD LANDSCAPES; DEVELOPING A Saws, Lý WHOa
GRANT OR LOAN PRO0GRAM TO HELP FINANCE CONSERVATION PROZZCTS 5 NEmsouw S8&WS.),
RESIDENTIAL. COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL AND PUBLIC CUSTOMERS;
OFFERING INTERRUPTIBLE WATER SERVICE TO LARGE INDUSTRIAL.
COMMIERCIAL ORt PUBLIC CUSTOMES; COMBINIXNG REBATES AND
SURCHtARGES IN A GOAL-BILLING SYSTEM.

S. SWIMMtING POOL AND SPA CONSERVATION INCLUDING COVERS TO

REDUCE EVAPORATION.U
S. RESTRICTION4S OR PROHIBITIONS ON AQUAHISTESS THAT USE

EVAPORATION TO COOL EXTERIOR SPACES.

10. P01ST-OF-USE WATER SEATERS. RECIRCULATING NOT WATER SYSTEMS
AND NOT WATER PIPE INSULATION.

SI
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AN smUBV om ENRONII BAARms6

70. Roe N.M. -Bb NIOmbiw
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city~fpossible. Hazardoustase Iet* cit lean up certainly

will have an impact On how and when the 343e will
be ready for any type of reuse. Not only does tha

L96exieTec of the wa-te eltee on the bsee posea
healtth""threat to usecrs of the 5444. but it poe.. aU
throat to those individuale residing in the general
area. In addition to the health throat, if the
sites are not cleaned up in an expeditiouse manner
the delay in their C loan up could have a *ever.

March 9, 199 econoeic impact by not aliowing the Beac to t urned
over for eventual rouse purposes.

31. Ay alternative being considered for aggraqate
Lt. Col. Thomaas J. Srtol n.1 ing nqctivities is a major concern and one which
Director of Znvironeental Division should not be supported. Current aminin activitiee
ArlCX-WS/DEV in the vicinity of thet3444 have a major impact on
Morton AF9. CA 92409-6448 the city Of Highland with regard$ to traffic, air

quality and aesthetics. The impacts on traffic can
* RE:Draft ZI5 Disposal and Reuse of Morton AFSC be attrbbuted to the Itncreaaed truJck traffic which

occure from the additional trucke neceesary to
t2O Dear Colonel Srtol. tranaport the products from the mines as weli ae.omo-m the Near and tear that the trucks will have on the

0-. - 1uo would like to thank you for the opportunity to review local roads. In reviewing doctueents prepared for
a" nd comment on the above referenced document. As a the City or Redlands a passenger car equivalency of
r4 rseit of ey revie the foliowing constnts are provided three (331 wee us"d meaning ta eacht send a~ndsawn~ foar Yorcn dr o:gravel truck wee aeaueed to be tehqualto three cre

your oneieraton:an th circula4tion system.
I. It ie clear that the 213 is intended to prieerily 4 Thie Portion of the South Coast Air Saein currentlyI

addrese th evnta divaio h n eeceede eir quality standarde for particulates and0- *n-.4n feirly teneral in nature becatuea it is unkothtwntwt ahnwpri rne o iiqi h
eabjctly how" thea 344 will uitimately be reused. if ihec e emtgrne o iigi h
it ie in fact turned "oer to an agency other thn1 Santa AM WasVh area it becomes xeasedinqiy harder

I the Departsent of Defense. Therefore, it is 1.5 to Beat the establisehd etandar%&. Particulate
icyarative that the UIS Specify that the actual material not Only effects visibility, but they alec
rouse of the Base euat require the preparation of a have the, potential to affect the health of
saparate Knvironmental Impact Report which viil individuals who are expoead to high levele.I
addree in detail the impacts of the rouse oan the 5 Uhmnn~o lo ue4vsa crigo henv iron nt includlnq ali major areas address"d by i Ocmllgcnae eeaavea criyo hthedocument. Althougqh the IVD h. aa previously I. enion eent. he dgigodeenpn pciit iewh require not i1;1.3 prepared a rouse plan and airport Nstetr plan those611 ol h igigo eppt wihaentfledocmnta: e0houd be coneidered as preliminary bac up the ekyIna e4q tockpiles which project

douet nd beoeteSe atrned over to theinotesyn.
IVDA or anotherraqcgy. o ame sepectifc development 4.I~tCipcsa eul frueo h aeiis propoeed. the Department of Defense shoult. Tafi-eet a eut frueoftekeirequi re the prepartatimon f a Plan whc a eajor concern to the City of Highland. The Base
specifically addresses the factual aepecte of the is located within the City of San Bernardino and
reuse and also require that that plan be prepared therefore any reuaa viii Provide direcitteconceic
in consultetion with thoee jurisdictions, which are m lpacta to Ban Sernardno and the Indirect impacts
adjacent to the be". end are there"y affected by for Highiand are unknown. The, San Bernardino
its rose ASOCIeted Governments which baa been appointed as

the Congeetion Management Agency for the County of
213. The 912 identifies the fact that there are numerousa71 San Sernardino be currentlIy preparing a Congestion

hazardous vastes sit"e on the eam" which euset be Management Pian (OIPI as required by Proposition
lj cleaned up before reuse can occur. Amaen adjacent Ill. The traffic section of the 9IB should address

city we are very concernemd that this clean up be
done a, moon as poealbis and in a oaf. eannear as

9-94 Norton A FB Disosal and Reuse FE/S3
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the dreaft Cp a"d the is•.ct Which the reuse of
the 24"e vIll have on the C" network. contact an at (714) 464-4732.

The lei has identified .5m ieproveamnto to the

Ho~wevr, haeors it to determined that Oe
improvements lieted in the HIS ame the only t
improvements necesesry, a specific traffic study
mast be prepared whilch addrese the Precise rmume Or-too A. Colelman C€ougpity Development Director
of the am". in addition.• it is imp~erative that
before the traffic study is prepared4 that the

Consultant responsible for preparing the study meet cc: San sMcadio, City Manager
with the Nighland City Englnerý/Public MOtrks eg sattershy, City Attorney
Director to discus* the project. Any proposal for Zrnie woan, City nglLneer/Public Works Director
reuse of the ons" hich includes the co¢ntructio stove walk" City Planner

7.20 of a :am ngr terminel in the vicinity of Victoria
Avenue or for the other improvements shown in the

IS suet provide for street ilprovenents on
Victoria Avenue from Highland Avenue to Third
Street. The City of Highland has 4 ilt of other
street improvements inciuding signalization
improvementes dreinage isprovenents and street
widening which should be addressed before approving
any reuse of the ease. Specific improvements
Should inciude, but should not be limited to the
following:

Widening of 3rd1 Street to 4 lames between

Tippecanoe Avenue and the 3rd Streot/SthStrost/Church Avenue Intersection ("a~t of Palo)
end the widening of 5th street between the
];:/Sth/Church Avenue intersection to the 32 30

awaey. This would include the widening of the
City Crook Rridgo, east of Palo, to 4 lanes. Thiswould require signal modification at Tippecanoe.

victoria, and Palo and new signals at Sterling,
Lankershiz, and Church Avenues.

widening of Alabsan/Pals to 4 laeme between the
southerly Highland City Linits to 5th street,
including intersection and traffic Improvements.
Signal madification on Victoria at Ninth. Ba"e

Line. end Pacific. Install new signal at 14th and
Victoria.

Install drainage improvements aslng Sterling (i.e.
Line 17), Victoria (Line 31) and Third Streets
(Line 32) in eccordance with the County Drainage
Master Plan.

Again I would like to thank you for the opportunity to
review and cotent on this very important document.
Should you have any questions, please feel free to
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O(PA5T11t11 Of I1iLT"I4 SMAN4 RRICIS kn~o UndO S-_~s

LConan 'ThoOas J Btorel

Aýant GA 30333 CIT ERNARDINO .OOSTET5AOaCnd*flO02S

North 5 . 1992 e(a
IV"e -ns ewawsel

I t Ca o.I 
Owwoarnal

- actor of Environmental Dtvisian
fCEt/tst February 12 1992

Foron SFR. California 92409-6448 Fie N o 7.30-3

Dear LI Col RBatoi:U ha-s coppl.td our review of the Draft Eaatronontal Iepaat Stasnceet Lt. cot. Thomas J. i artel
DEIS) foa tha Disposal and Oeuse of orCton Are. California.-. are Director of EnvironmentaI Division
asponudna on behala of rhe 1.5. PubLic Healt Soevice. AFRCE-ShS/DEV

Sorton Air Force Base, CA 92409-6448
1- *,e eie*ed the DEIS for potential adverse Impacts -n human health , e

aot. thaa aho proposd land us, zonae would host Many Operatlons that Ora yet Re: Comnts on Draft Environmental [mpact Statement --
Co be defined lahouagh airport operatioZs eold likely L-volve the larfe., Disposal and Re-use of Norton Air Force Base, Californiea

_Cn inia. of haaordosa 1tarial. and Man. the eaSt emta geivo osargncy
_espn. cpahillit ve concur thsa .ntual aid agre•ltos with surrounding Dear Colonel:

I cotinines say raqair. odditlonal scnutiny and training of emrgency staff."
It a is ar 060 noald ho roepoasile for pwOnidln noeded aramlnn of We are pleased to have this opportunity to offer tne following

10.26 asapncy staff ondor the proposad aatioa (p55 4-7N). be helieve othat comsents on this drift [IS.
h2al h r dlaOls hau s he been adeqaaely addr.' eEd.

1 1. Flood Control - An inundation study by the U.S. Army Corps

Than. yo: for ,ho oppCorunity no review and cnmont on this draft docusent. or1rng5inen found that the majority of the Bose 1.
Plas. enaare that ow sae incildd on your ailin$ list to receive a copy of presently subject to flood waters up to two feet in depth."th Fiýnal EIS. and future DEIlS's which eay indicate potential public health However, upon completion of the Seven Oaks Dam. in late
aspacra and ara developed under the National lvlroamennal Policy Acn (NEPAl. 1997, the area of potential flooding will be reduced to

approximately the Santa Ana River bed.
Sincerely yours. 12.1 New developments on the bass would. therefore, be subject

. •4C" to potential flooding between the time that the Base is
turned over for re-use in 1994 and the completion of the

Kenneth V. Molt. NO.S.K.. Seven Oak. Dae in late 1997.
Spanial Pragros srup (or29)
National Cnter for Rlr'sImencaa Even efter completion of the dam, any development adjacent

Wealth And I•jury Control to north dike for the Santa Ana River would most likely be
required to do a study for flooding, particularly for
damage froe erosion.

2 We understeand that there are sany problems with local
dreinege on the base. A comprehensive drainage system will

12.2 need to hbe installed during iMplesentation of the selected
re-use plan in order to solve these problems.

Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 9-95
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L.Col. Thomas 3. harte LI. Col. Thomas J. Bartel

Ba. ,. 'tan Air Force Ba Environment Impac
t 
Study Re: NOrton Air Force eass Environment Impact Study

Pile 40., 7.30-3 FLe INao0. 7.30 -3I
Pa ge 2 Page 3

2. On-baset Roadways5 - An Inventory of infrastructure on the 6 While these proposals are encouraging, it is Almost certain tnat
base rivejaXIWthat the majority of- the Str sets wer som of the underground storage tanks will not be compaitib eI
cuostructed hit a Pavement section of 6 inches of Portland with the base ret-use, which sill necemsstate trnrremoval a nd
...entConcreto over native mater ial. These streets were 10.5 deactivation, in accordance with regulations in affect at that

apparently ,onastructmad in t he early 1940,s. And t h times. Thi Inaituation could result in a fairly large esipenditure
pavement sections ore nearing theaend of thir normal for,,the base re-use developer or Inland Valley Dlevelopment
ser vic* life. hin, fact would soon necessitate the Agency.

I omplet remoal sod replacement of the pavemen sections.
oven if no Widanings or re-sligneents uere contemplated. 7 The draftt also staten hthatathe base in currenptlytoperating under

awive from DENWS, hIch allows thebehaso to ystpone compliance
It is the City's policy to have any plne wo r on with la decto, sil and rivers pil prevention, and
utilitis complee pr to roepaIng a sree~t.OTkhis in ctoic protection. Since ithin waive.r sill not expire until
yolic'y wil res Tult inkevery effort being made to have all 1998. doe s this mean t hat th on er wIll have to comply aith
necessary utility wor completed prior to construction of these requirements at that time, provided that it is

the now pavement, transferable?
t h de drat EI IS. staten that - "ultimately the entire We would like to reserve the right to submit a more detailedU
os-basea net work would bs upgraded and reconstructed to response by the end of the review and coasent period on 3/9/92.

.1 accommodate new land uses in accordance with an approved
specific plan for re -use." We feel that the upgrading and Var truly ou
reconstruction of these roadways wouldoneed t o be done as
th reuse is accomplished, instead ofatth utiaaI

7.1? time No etmat fc is gie, but it is obvious that
the. apeons. wouldtebe considerable OG.N AVE

513. Utilities - Section 2.2.9 states that the Proposed Action Director of Public Works/i..Sfy Engineer
involveas alot total replacement of base utility 805/ckc

91 distribut I.. syste.s. As previously s tated , some o f those
91 rop I ceme nts sillaneed to be coordinated with the upgrading cc; Marshall Julian, Exec. Dir. [bOB

a nd recons tr uct ion (poosibly on new alignment) of the
on-base street$.

Replacement aof ralmos t all of the utility distribution

developer, Inland V'alley Development Agency, or utility
providers.

4. 3ytyr! Tank It is stated in Sections 3,. that 0
ac y une d s toareage tan ks have been identified. n

acontract has been set for a study to identify end locateI
any nknon udergoundstoage ankson he bse. Al

tanks that do not meet curr nt reulatIon will b

deactivated and removed,
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Robert Castro & Associates

Investmient Consultants Lt. Colonel Sandl

MArl Esat Lanld Developmrent Financ- Lend Ariulaillon - Indian Ahffairs Megah 182

Maro 9. LtCL9 hma9.2 alda Tribal Trust Lands. to be known as a portion of the San Maniuel Indian

Director of Environmrnetst Division Resenration.
AFFICE -BhS/Dev.
Norton Ar Force Base. Californila 9240946448 The purpose of the The San M, I Lt Mission Indians Proposal well be to

negoctiate the purchase Of ttgplus nv as Norton Air Force Sasemts enftiarety
Fron: Raoert Casto or asiy port on thereof. The San ki. ý and of Mission Indanes plan to orcsuthy. use

Re Norton Air Force Bean Closmine The .Sa aue .adfMssion Indians miten to reuse the lend as a resource for

Dowa Lt. Colonel Bertal: Tribal Economico Developmeert Projcts. The reuse plan is to create end develop a
Thrilater wt srve s Binnay nticeto he DG, ~ thSM ofMaow International Enterprise Zone. The zone will be conducive to facalitaing
Thi lttr al srv a prliinry tobeDO. hat11% anMaue BndofDoniestic and Intemeatonal Trade. Oistribibon. Resarach & Dovelopoierat. end deanw

Mission Inditans intends to atd/mil a proposal. for the aosjfilimonf0 thes wmpus la wde Light Mafnufacturting. The Tribe cMn fachiiate this type of Economiic Developmient
now knownl as Norton Air Force Sam. These"pt best we loae ing th C f through the estalishelntr of a Free Trading Zone. Bonded Warehousing anid verious
of San Sevnsrdinoi. Stale of Ca~tornia. "ae of Tax Abdamerier

Robert Castro. Tom Burkie and Pacific Atllnce Realbyfrrepeow Devellopir ye w The San Marsavel Band of Mission Indiana awe legallyerpe vie their soverewu
working on a oml-oeaeit rpsd to be submitted on behal~f of Th o ngftl over lands in their posession, to create the Intewrnaionel Enftrprse Zone. The

Manuel Sen o0f MiWssionT0r63s Ina ne, m thevp"seryir stsat fitue. iripact of the Tribal Enterprs Zonet to the locall siavourabing otoryeiurntiefs. will be OfU
equa or Weater positve amoasonri rpact. atcrin as to the present alternatfives

4-12 The San Manuel Band of Mission Irderis are a grti of Federally recognized Native presentlly conterrplahtd by other comnpeting Pubic Agencies (induraing the IVDA(
Americans that are irdidgenous to sth County of San Bernardino, Stata of C111111siila. sbitn rpsl
At one W4m the San Manuel Band of Mission Indianae occuipied lands thrlougou what
is now known as the County of San Bernardino. The -San Mianuel Band of Mission The Tribe's Dovelopar/ilnnandrg conscitante do not sees the development Ofa
rnianMs have dwvelled inthi aners& for well over Fifteen (151t HI~e "Yow 06s'icpael Airport uas viaible ewiyonilc rause of thes land. Air Cargo Freight is thes onlyI

type of aviation activity (ernd aviation ftreighl distifibuilon related businress actiit)
The San Manuel Band of Missd nio n a rdshell ask the 000 to rawgrgtse this Tribe as colrsltdat thse Wass as a possibl coriparesnt p ailo the reuse plan. It 1a
a sahlSl economically d/ssd/vantagedinnclrily. and to afford the Tribe piefeene ase risalolpeted tha Ontario rtelrnaibon Airport pressne itt~elf as very stiff coripeiio for
prescribed by current governing Federa Lasw and 000 Poacy. The San Manuel creedlpanwhlrilierketW sthere, and cropled with fth negt*v nos Fie- to
Band of Missio Ind/ens shall ash the 0O0 to recognilze, the Tribe em a Noin-Profit fte surrounding commnmiisty from increased Nlight Operations, themeIwtvoondid/I inN
Municipal Organization. The San Mfanuel Band of Mission Indiane have the rih by have a neigallee elWc on thise acnrc 01,o the operation of a Municial AirportI
Federal Law to be dlassited in th swin conterd as tha Sidte of Calliona Cow*y of
San Bernardino, and/or any other Local Government Jurisdictionsase a Public It is very possamtht elgo San Manue Sand of Milssiona Irdeian ins abandon the user

Agency. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 frteproeofP SttswltoDDAsaFdrlIIfthe wflield Nogether in favor Of developing AN o thes lend lorOlffice. Corlisrca
State recogrilzed PublicAgency, the San Manueol Swad 1 1ao Injanstrhavesla equ nusral toe bhe hgesta orf i to l aandat as Inar elo sgh Ert osane ton nth
priority ntstra as the atoremeriwono Goveriwmnet Juaisd/deione(Public Agencies). with rqieta i ifedt e- o nnst aiiaeascesu u~mst i
respect to chronological priority statist coneideration by fth 000 in Its process of Wood. The fisci is tha uretes the 5elel can be an' enaS~y profitable -b Cargo
disposal of the sueplu s lands known as the Nortoni Air Force Bsea. Freight Part fior the Tribema Master Lmssess. the Tribe wilnl reo ruse th airfield for t"h

, per-oa,. The Tribe plwan to deritotal an-i dewr away 0iagingistreg urses. The
The San Manuael Sard of Mission Indents deaim their right (by arncestral usem) to two Tribe plain to redevlop a new inr~astrctuse for the seribr property or an p01oron
surplus lands now known as Norton Air Force aSe. The San Manuel SaOW of thereof deeded to the Tribm by th 000.
Mission Irder plan to place eto utwith the ~Oepetiuset 0 wIiertor anyasaghtas
leads deeded by the DOW to the Tribe,

9-90 Noto AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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Lt COW" eSafto RSsOLOIO f~ or m
Marcht ¶9. 28 I SIAWILM MUDo Or MISSION INDZAMS OF.CZPAL COUNCILI Page 3
The San Manuel Ben of Mission Indana can boner tataistea, a &hwi &atti O*, the SaiMnue 11A Sau 162of Misaionl Indian" ('Tribe-)i

indleilftfts to the County Of "eA Bernardino, State Of California.
Surplus (and by Vie DOD. to the Tribe we to ano*he PL~lw Agncy. weni roagd 10tie afnd at one tiae occupied land throughout said County; and
,SlAs 0f Ocess & hatblty. asit relates to Hazardous Wafe Rerneonl an ftc Base.
as a madated Perormance requirement at tie DOD. by th Co esa h MR~lMro Air Force &ass. which In currently under the
Sstaes rdiulO I fteDpateto Defena.. ia located in San

Defnaine County be euitadi theue nearic b said Departed o
The San Manuel Band of Miasion Iendina age npoosered to desiginate land us. ees ilb esate ntena uue n
zoning":oonndlens; ovre Tnbaj Trust Lando. Generally Se rause deeo"Wweul plan UCECIAS, the Tribe desire& to use, Occupy and own part or
mill be consustart with the land use alternative plan already selected by tie Cufty Gil al Of said Air Force base as part of Lt% reaervation in order to

Sall Bernardino The Sanl Manuel Bind CA Mission Indiana are Wepared to expedte Provide resources for tribal economic developaent pro,,acta: and
.Specfic plan and begn the reuse develpointi process ui soon As "i Tribe as W HIERAS, the Tribe is entitled to preferential

conipleted As ne~goflabons and has been deeded tie Ien by ie DOD. consideration in connection with the use and occupancy of said
base, and

The San Manuel Band of Mission (hnsini are enipmsered to finance Econonect
Dovokipneri proWanis Vvcugn tiW use ofPLOW Finance Issue Th~peseimssuc n WIIZSEA8, the Tribe desire* the assistance oft Sobert Castro
be non taxable & taxable bond metiods and~ or any DOWN, public Fitnsfce meg in preparing and submitting proposala to obtarin said use and
available to Puibic Goverranert Agencies.OcpacI 11CC.TCZRZFOCI, at IT CISOLVED that the Tribe herebyTha San Manuel Band of Mission Indiana have lnveshneint Barkers available to fior. declaree Wits interest in obtaining title to. and the us. 4nd
thsat -c- p-bleof gen-rabl Igaof4Vie kwftneloaesay to boriisimean at ftplannied occupancy at. all or part of said bass and will be utilizing the

e ffot of SbtCaroin connection with much efforts, andredevelopmient of thie Slurpli, lan. The Inveaiar BIlgtfers have at Owe disposal. tha~traslloneo~u~nricatlictria in connection therewith ahall be directedSeverali billion dollars siomt of Inakftb" lireivianot Cuiap ready sidln and able to to the Tribe6 'eLegal counsel, Jere"a L. Levine. 2102 Century Park
underverite "i Acgisition & DoeelgeNo coat of thisprole09. The SaManusialsel Bondtest Suite 1700. LAe Angeles. California 90067. telephone :3:C)
of MissionIndiana are (togetir "M aur evelopigeI*PW~iajice Coram tlaripbueir) 553-6400o; teletaa (314) S53-CaSS, and the Tribal Chairperson:
better eqiepped. toeisvriediately begnepplunentsban atreuse tha any ownpoV Cormia Mantsnio in Tribil Hall, 5711 Co. Victoria Avenue, Mign-ni.
Publc Agency California 92346. telatphone (714) 864-8933, ts~efaa [*!-4; 864-

3370.
In conduson. mie Si an e Band" 04 Mimewo Indianas. Uoul the sfcemei. oned
consilbitat. wil be sidygnitrg a Ioini proposel to the NODuoBs Closure Ofte in
WasfangtnD.C inft wsenediate kiture. Also encloed isa copyofa Trtibal a EST IPICA Z- 0CI Rsoluban by the San Manuist Band 04 Missioin Indiana General Councl to pie the tict C~NortonAir ForceBane. 1, the undersigned, duly ectdC iroan Of the sen Mtanuel

Sand, do hereby certl -y that the firegoing resolu~tion was adopted
by the seabers of the fan Manuel sand at a duly called general

Tharnk you kw your Tine and Consdrex~to meeting on Aw nel~ , a quad.m being present, by a veot

Detail: ~ ~ L-As-i. %a f

Robert Casno Tribal Chairman0

3 DOCUMENT 18 DOCUMENT 18

Draft a1$ ton cario A" r-e so di~ps&ooc 01/92

FA:(714) -7:2:0555c9
FA 1 (7141) -3 9-OaC

F~v ilo: Morton Air Force Sase 2We are concerned that the quantities of hazardous eiateriala and
March 5, 1992 wastes useid and generated by the proposed action say be somewhat10.2B greater (paes S-12) and that responaibility for savaging the wastas

would shift free a single user to sultipie users, lie are also
31 concerned that the area identified for potential sining includes a

10.2M former base landfill (page S-IS). wa encouraeg the Air Force to
t itak imediate **&asure& to delineate and Mitigate the landfill. weU eare encouraged that the Air Force wili remove exsiting underground

Lt. Col. Thoeme J. Bartol, Director storage tank* (UST) that are not in cOnforeiance with existing
USAF Environmental Division regulations and all equipeent with greater than v parts per million
AFCEf/ LSE (ppel of PCU prior to base closre (page S-13).

Mortn AS, A 9209-44641 le are concerned that soc5 of the concerns and issues regarding the

CiDraft savireoesetal Ispiact statemeat foar the Disposal amid 1 IRP that .c raised during the ecoping process lucr detercined to be
Reuse af Morton Air For"ce ase l5oct05 ME), *:sauacy 1ee91.3 beyond the scope of the EIS because the Imp is a sPeprate process

(page 1-9). Wie are pleased that the closure of Morton APB will not
Dear Col. Bartel: SIaffect the ongoing ISP activity (page 3-64). Wie request that the

Air Force comply cith the leak detection, spill and ovsr-spill
Thank you for providing us with a copy of the "Draft Environmental Iprevention, and cat~hodic protection before base closure rather than
Impact Statement (9IS)- for the Disposal and Cause0 Of Carton APR. w ait until 1ges, when the teafporury caiver expires (page 3-ag). w
The purpose of the Draft E IS is limited to support of the decision* request that the Air Force pravrido us cith a copy of the report
of the Air Force and the cooperating agencies, such as the Federal Vi..h the outcoee of the contract (to be coemplated in Spring 1992)I Aviation Administration (FAA) and the Forest Service of the U2.S. to identify and locate any unknocn uST (Page 3-'t).
Dept., of Agriculture, relating to disposal (page S-1 of Draft 91S) .
We understanduthat reuse proponenta may need to parf orm further Thank you for the opportunity to review thin Draft EIS.
environmental analysis (page S-1) * The Air Force 'a~saeed the
environmental impacts of reuse of Corton AFS accusing that tr~v Sincerely, ~
primary portion of Morton AFS could be used as a civilian airpoknt

and~~~~/ ofieidstilpr paeS2.Th i o- akoldeI ~ ~that It cannot preciseiy predict the details of rouse (pafli 3-4). DaidV.Gaci
The Air Force proposes to,- closse Morton APR in March of 1994 Cater Engineering Manager
pursuant to the Sase Closure and Csalignment Act (Public
Law 100-256, 24 October 19cc) . go commend the Air Force for D¶,iD/BiIOdh
issuing the Draft ZIS, as promised, for review and comment between
Jnuary and March 1992. Them City of Civerside ia interested in the cc: Congresmeen George Z. Brown
reuse of Morton AF8 after bae" closure because orevious and current Mayor Terry Pritsel - CDR
inveetigatinon ofl hacardous Materials identified twenty two (22) Chairmian Glen Stevens - Board of Public Utilitiec, CDR
incta lto~n Restoration Program (IIP) sites cithin Carton ArD. B ill Carnahan, Public Utilities Director CC

Diater P. Cirtsaeld., Assistant Public Utilities Director -CON
I The City of Riverside (CCR) owns eunicipal wells downstream and in Mike Baldc~in, Asasistant Public Utilitiec Director - CDR
the isieediate vicinity of Morton APB. Soes Of thoe" cells Merlei Gardner, Planning Department Director - CDR
downstream of Morton Arc Show contacination from contaminants Gene Cclteans. USACRA

107euspected of originating free Morton Are. In Februzary 1992. the Ira Pace. USACCA
0.7Air Force forualy ac inocledgad that trichlorcethylono (TCZ) and

totrachloroethylen (PCI) groundwater contaminant plume(s) had
aigrated off-bese in the direction of our wells. The Air Force can
minimize our concerns by fully remediating all groundwater and soll
contaminiation, attributable to the Air Force, in the vicinity of
Morton AFS. biWStI\Larn=%AssMaSco.292 Page 2 of 2
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Sot os LA Col 1%0J.Banal ist archi 6. 19923

SAIR QUALITY MNWAG[ME.NT DISTRICT
oý' ',5 ECt 0, v Da-a Sro, CA~iI 9 8 1 tu3Zt

TheDusa a=v- reciame the apporuenii to do~iaer on the Deaft Em fa oth lbs.Wu.ud Ne
Air Foc aeROIM Flat. A raqio to ur camdft a se to the filing of the Final
usinietls laecnatCesDy Program Suiptessusie at (714)13bs-3r5s5a Ies'i

March 6. 1992

Li. Col. fllomasl1 BarrelSneey
Director of Enviromnatntal DivisionSlsre.
AFCEE/ESE
Notion AFU. CA 92409

Dear LI Ciol Bartel: aae
CSG.CADGB

Bet Cameasea caso the Draft Eavirea~mersal Impact stat~iem en fruNo Air PsemaAIhSI

Basn Rnnu Plea

SCAQMOD SW~MI 144

The South Coast Air Quality Management Dursct (Distrct) a responsible, fee alpig 3a
mlnehn.and enforcing aIr quality regolatiomi in lbs non desert portioons of San Bernardino
Couty Te isist reviews a&d analyzs;s ensiromesnal documentss for tes~hat a

generate significant adverse air quality impscts. to that capacity, b Dit tt*he leadb
agency.

The Davidtc has revewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) foe tbs Norton
Air Fares Base Reuse Pisan Based ott coo astalyts the Daisdic cnooudsts this project willI

air~~~~ ~~ qulWu DlDsl.lcatain. and character. Theimp~ac

Assessmenet. no5 Dttrtcts commenteis we5 intended ID advise the Air Force in addratuing and
owitllatlng the potentital adverse air quality impacts causted by the peoiea.

DOCUMENT 19 DOCUMENT 19 3
SCAQMD STAFF ASSESSMENT

or 2 arqualit standards wce bealch-rasacd standards. Therefome if these standards are
NORTON AIR FORCE BASE REUSE PLAN eawa ý thy -cis health concerns and mre suibject to ait quality regulationt.

132 The Drf 3 dniida n quantified air qualityipcsfoneaato ad
Draf. EIS did not identify or' quantify emnte from mobile sources.

land ~~~~~i usesacim presettd ine lbsson proose acio pradm rmwr frdrlmeto
ctvearfld r and o aeuid usal l path deThisala w asrepare by the linland souIrc~ 25e siaethavrpdlycsr iorltd emissions lob a66)10i

uale psrose oc Ther two. Thepln pacenles aroudte e 0amste wihi ncotettuctis~don areticulatoperuday aith the imle cmse quaipneotde ut cont ol h n besei
ofe acommci, al d avtind eeal3 a vriation.eand avition manena frnceairor 6/ n The i berdcdosnriaey3 pudprdy.T tfgresdalyn
lardueafls pesenteding bthe pirfioeld Thctyiosn prov i tte d la n framwor f or ildev lopm idt ofeso h itit'5 onsptdy tnfcnetrsodfrpr
a.5 cvlacres fof andofiaeionrltdi ussand 703acris pla sn w asviationbyelae nd T,~ c The raft ENS di osetmatest e aver ag daily coins r sctuon related ei sirn qultoe6.0

Nnaaionreae lalue inld dsuilcttmra.ad teorrtiona imuec t eecuatibsn moper (ay ), W ith rogen i mplementandrationo eds co gn ic gasuesi
ptinof a n Bom eraavtinard n vaiot n vstotosmninotaroti Count ounds feedue d N on 75prouma frnt R JOD. ud e ay htfgrei eryi

a~re ofaltye exiting baearil. oTemte ad sswudicueecmo he D avrit i ctares tha coundstpruto emissionsiwouldce th nireso d frpticsgulates
1,56aces f vitu elte ars f o vatonreisal s,32 3Siapl idmo nothe estimte of ash en iger na:re Spcsific miiatinesenrswl

TheDisrrctmio n treaimsrt laiqultnonotn sttosithSuhCatArhe eured ID reduceudcoindtsucaln relatedndair Muality impactie.(CAt.achment 2
propose projet area i n the yo San Bernardino .A ir oa to he Sota wetion. oreepee Drdc sa~ Dalvla rblwurfcnei osbe

und~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~4 3.frteyas16 19.Thdeintdsoststgsainfeci no DreaftEdS hair nodquatly maddrsse AD e alcabemtgtonstcmes relts emisstohe

AicrdQainy to tiot lates Disrr qualitye data collecte atid the Sanidre Benadio taio. heAa le ftu asin
Ta i srsiecte m saintaind federal ai on stadads. m o nt t st2atosind the days h re aspetAively.ml bcm;te ayeo hntemntr.Secfcnn esrswl

F~~~~~~~~~~iO. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b whcroetqouiepriceriha ardtatc imtro Ilmco aedsesi merae aduc hatmnictot weasted managemenity actiite AarmNotro 2
orsi l bess. rc tEed stat &yeandfed ralozn tatdardios on 83ane 33 e rcent o f days2 4 coate aumddb seifio ninalfe snbe, ntl r~aegula tion Ho eve urte Snes to reuc
sanpled. fresetively.w O9f th 19ampl e es o nitoed. moa " s tatioe nd tatrogt 31 dr.m ai that couldutio baned:= : an itrqrt onitigativn easrepos. Ifs toe
priosdelelsdd pr o t isd mthe orn fermderal , tAndrds. trngSaiss empsoyed toreideniidthymsc e qunife low the uten eif po ssible.

ATc isrdicgto is concerted wuaiy dthi dcomlentdt is e So n Bei n a romd ino saccordanceblt O~a nhuiat

tepa n re parce edd bythte anDd.fIteirourmundestand ings tin the pepand proay, jeectipoevst wl nierolohsainaysdmbleeiso ouo.Mbl
P was c d conleped by th ne priclA s wthe p narojet udyn a llc d aneter th10 iemsol s1Hzrourmwis n ratio a chal arrst and haadu a ircmnaaraft operaiton s supporto eqipen
or.ess enxon entaldretaee procfedural ovin sthNatindald Enion meV nta 33perotection dact Th by sourcif sainc msin ilh h obsino aa a

(NEPA..r hot al O f C A the siamle E onStseeds.u dciarbn why xid andEX/I was ose and1 mmse oa electm acricnitvereetosty.toi
prepared an=d if anyeadditioale ofenviromnal sadrevie willins be requirede bhe thet beIDAidtoteexetposbe

Cuastiwerssa 11ated Air Qualley Impacts
SW~tlbs documen isjei 

Base onin theese naur of general

the ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~eoea plnpeae yteFD.I sotudrtnigsne ,poitk sad winocusria fand susesnr, thrsan poteniale for ur sources. tobiler
TeDas E de finpdbytes air qulthe projpa ct resultn frm falrlcjo tdhet asl s35 onrces. ucAm sources isuchd ase susesl and gasitcaftiom diy cleaning eauipmeand

124 Iemromraty and sose proe urs t o f i ultye reNation.l Te state and federal A ct Tepermuag eem ce Ofestati aongr o ither , Sull area soures com uldteiln ofntreactive
(NEPA), ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h braf also didA not analys orS quantif thet h n I/I n n eofeetiiypmstlef ema .Ir n souc"
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This plain iSsmlra auet etea li 1Satl lata hta ly06b 12 Air Qualitly MWanagmen Plait

knowit a. tm enac aly wha nt l type flanduse would be per ittdo niha
atsRcognis he ssnct concer whtheradit=ionlrvtwwl oomu of the Regional Growth Manaip~gmeitt Plait (Popuilatiton proects)

feas ib~le.- the poerta a r quant =nbat atrbual toRflye g15souald Moiinethe Plan for ansporationt pofecthegas) betvs sutt

Aeciaenen contained ththe th The analysist-~a (M 2ht dW-
bnerors ocherre elmet ofl~ cg the formaae oroec thest as transporiatton

sahould wortesn alrpsn larg sIrc ofd aetjniodued ito ttheae d Sp ei t P lan.Tern cotheatpans tacte s and 11 a ton tatt wt the Pf"-rtte o h
rfincluino h oto and aicatap rstaos. The n proesr w i gen e ffrate to33 nerage dalo rtpe apial ei lpan

ogr 1.022.248 ehasle thttes poetraele byteyair qualty. ievealt polliutanlets ar direclyThEIsoudvy teplnfricsonf esiaLbeuf ASm iit
ated~~~~~n meronte moto emehacless taclading "thi Nthe reactiveil orghe analysisan amesAtewie

8 MobiThe Dorc ft miS haprsenaut d a n r e stamae d o e muionsle tointcromasedvehicularcedatontrtge ih h iueieflo h

t affic and Dir raft opeatins done nrojet wilgnethate conclsion avra e Draft 1W om buwnerpu rjc oal errteeidsaeirsdh

adclatims they do not have the potential to generate a significaita inyact. 03 Th reinladpoetscnt I r iaye sendteapcs h
altenaiet, Each alternative wasa module and antalyzed. However, the EIS dad

1.6 ESs(al2-)clearly shows that ROG. CO. adNOn emsson front the the latavreipcs
wilsbtnilyexceed the 'sigmificant threnhlcld criteia etbltbd h

wel ian excess of the District daily thresholdsi of significance. The~ District stcafs review indicates that the impact anaysts contained in the Draft

91The EIS asuatmesi the District will imttose avariety of control measuares on tithiirect levels identified in the = r5adiaethat development under the Norlton Air

3.7 and area sources to reach and maintain attainment of projectomnnione threnholdn. Force Buae Reuse Plan could generate signiaficant construction and operationt
It is not solely the responsibility of the District to apply control uteasuiresi. bet also related adverse air quality impacts.
oithe governiment agencies. public sectorr and private sector entities. To ensure

attainment of the thresholdi. the=Irjc must incorporate exating AOMP control Before the fiin of the Final EKS additional analysts of air qltry issurs malt he3 ~ ~~~~measures to ith greatest extent feasble. Consequety mitigation measures; are 14 peae n rsne.TeDsrc tf eoiitnstefl~ig
010 re~quared to reduce operational air r ity impacts. 1hile som miregated measuresd h Da tafrecimnd h l-

131. were identified in the DatEl o ts also am feasible and iusti also he included A discussions on how the project will he reviewed an accordance with CEO&

where possible (see Attachment 2). 151 Identify and quantify emoatoens from mobile sources. aibstocus emisaions due

Impacts132 to demtolitioni actisities, and field office ststaonaity sources for commascoon1

1 The Draft EIS was inadeciuate in it's anlssof cumulative tmpacts. The Final EI ff15l ctvt

should analyse, the collective or wtmbaned ffct of both the proectm in question wilIs Iclso of muiptigatio meaisures as development regauatiotns or

133 other nearby projecut Dume to the proximity of Ontario International Airpoet, the im15 nlementatton strategies
addition of another commercial airport could craesignificant cumulative 1
Ident~ifyingthcmulalive ampacts frome other inmiiar projects as required h bA137 The identiffication anld analysis of cumulative impacts.

.1I vilifyin aprorit nugo mesue. The quantification and mitigation for potential reactive organic gases and
ConsssiicywithRailow Phae 1.18 particulates from the potential area sources.

Iisessential tha~t the Final ESclairify the regional setting and especially. the 1.? h diiia n uniiau ft,. OU i
2

, ;,oregonl plans that deal with larg-Ascal environmental problemse sich as air quallity.
TeEIS nsitconsider consistenscy of the project with all other applicable plasm. .201 An analysts of ctinformity with the AOMP.

t25 indcluing:ou t25

.3-
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21 F~stabtislbment of why the proposed project wouild he environmentallyAl CIEN 2

1.9 superior anid have the leas adverse ampects. TAH E 2

21 The inclusion of alt feasible and appropriate mitigation atestirwesladl POWMNIAL MITGA770ON MEASURES
1.0 mitigation monitoring progranm. NORTON AIR FORCE BASE REUSE PLAN

this a ksinumn, analote uition m easresrthaarsueqenrat~ly d S.dT -Iprew bsmfrom p aved un paved radm" constructions atIetSCSlesand

wy hom, and determine the level of emissions which will remain. Mnitigto5 monitoring procedures and/or techniques must he discussed and providled in the
Fnal EIS to ensure that these measeaures can and will actually be implemented. MITIGATION:

0 Use low emission mobile comnstriction equipmflent (eg.- tractor, scraper, dozver etc-I.
0 Develop trip reduction plan to achieve t13 AVR for construction employers.
0 'Water site and clea equipment morning and evening
0 !Spread toil binders on tire. anpoved road andpainar
0 Apl hmclsi tabilizers according to mnfcuesspecifications. to all

ative ons lcto lareas (previously gtraded aereas which remain aneActive for 96

o Reestablish ground cover on construction tite through seeding and wvatering.
"o implement or contribute in an urban itre planting program, to off-set the loss of

existing treesat l te construction stie.
"o Employ construction activity mniiagentent techniques, such as: extending the

constritction period. reducing the number of Pieces of equipme~nt. used
simultanseously; increasing the distance hetween the emission sources: reducing or
changling the hours of construction: and schedulinS activity duritng off-pr ak-hours.

"Iaeoituto oc.an epsresi itacrre vrt daetPbi
thoroughfare.

"o Reduce traffic speeds on all unpaved road surfaces so 15 ie e hu rIs
0 Require a phased-schedule for construictions acim .ties to minmie: misins
0 Suspend grading operation durn is and second staep smoig alerts,

WiSspnd all grading operationswhnwnspes(satateoigus)rcd
25 miles prborI o ~~Wash truc " eaitthis site.

0 Maintain construduion, equipment engines fry keeping them tunted.
o Use low sulfur fueil for stationai~ry octrUCiton equipment. fe eeaosrte

o Utilize misting power sources (e.g.. power poles) or cleanfew eeaosrte

S Use low emsinon =t=taini equipmn..

MITIATION

o provide local shuisl and regional transit systems and! trnuit shelters
0Provide bicycle lanes. storage, ares. and amenitites.

o Prov=dededlcal a PWWng yarn wtth, electrical outlets for electric vehicles.
0 Provide penbrall p rk--ie ICA.

2z Prbd rfeela akigt bsg occot-ney vehicles and thuftkl services.

0 ampe parking lot fees to low occapancy, vehicles.

3 Norton AFB Disposl and Reuse FEIS 9-99
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To reduce amoottUMle 5UommsiesO by red acing thO somobe of iteunaes olmsa" did" to a work do To rmoMe.7mlie feoee oada~ahn

oa dafly beasis-

MITIGATION MMO1ATIONl:I

o Promote Truansportation Management osoitos T~) Requre development practices which maxainize energy conservation isas
O Establish telecommuting programs. alternative work schedules. mind satellite work o In tgra nert of buildlings. and reduce the thermal load with
" Work with cities/deselopers/citatiet in the region t0 implemient 7DM goals. 0 aIntrodue iedo 1= wlrs o.Adefcetvnlni ehd

0 Inr1 c e1ficiet heatin ldote flans.sch as water heaters. cooking
To redact veblealaor emissions ibromigh traffic, nlow imposrntotm 0 In e as solar dsgand solar heaters.

0 U. C-c ninizethecombustion of foixil fuels.
is Capture waste heat and reemploy itin nonresicdential buildings.

MITGATION o I.andscape, with ntivse droughjt-resestant species to reduce water consumption and to

o Cofgr p mkn tomumitze traffic interference, provide penuave solar benefits.

o = =1m0eoh0nc.o of through-iraffic lanes.I"o Provide a flagperson to guide traffic properly and ensure safety at construction To prat ed maitin leand eoi from mmajor soucesof dair psilnlatn.
stiles

"o Schedule operation affecting traffic for off-peak hours.
o Develop a traffic plan to mniminze traffic flow interference from constuction MITIGATION:

activtoes. Plan may include advoance public notice of routing, use of puhile
iransoortatn and satellite Farking areasl with a shuttle service. o Interae additional mitigation measures into site designt such as the creation of

o Scheule goods movements ofo off-peak traffic hours, bufrtnes bentween a potential sensitive receptor's boundary and potentia
Synhrnize traffic signals.utosure

0 Prv= eadequate ongress and egress at all entrances to public facilities to immuizae 0 = = -iaue.oeaijpoeuepeelv anetic ~ t
Prvd,= rmdm training. and emergentcy respoese planting to prevent the release oflocoluaso Prvd reiae urn lanes as approprite.

To redact the kengh of neck trips whlls expasidlag them supply of affodable ow hanalnd cronela

an aterist bern that officinetly smillamsm~oe Wrban stnrnetoer Band nle

%MrlGATION

"o Achieve a gL/ouing balance compatible with the Regional Growth

"Encorag growth in and around activity centers. transportation nodes andI
"o Promote future patters of urban development and land use, making better toe of

e:uingfactatm and promoting mixed tse development involving commercial and

DOCUMENT 20 DOCUMENT 20 3
~'J~c~ Morton AFB EIS

March 9, 1902
sseae in uWpage2

81811soi~two hommilth Flor a Lo ArqmiCSW~ft l?-3438 (213) 3f1 youXhave)2311i4115iinyouaboutquthionsattachth artac entacomentsplasm ontacac
Bill Boyd at (213) 230-1960. tea will ha happy to work with loc~al
juriadictionsa in awaiting *tat*a nvironeental review and planninsg

requsirements for this reuse of Norton Air Force Base.

March 13. 1907 Sincerely,

tDirector of gnivjroinisntal Division L X6 Q:_AFRCEt-Sle/DEV SENorton Air Force Bate, CA 92409 Drco fCvrnwtlPann

RE: Draft EIS Disposal and Mouse of Morton Air Force

Bean IMAFSI, California ISCAG Hot SB-55409-NPBI

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment an
trio Draft 1IS (DEIS) for Morton Air Force base (HATB)
Disposal and Bauss. An areawide clearinghousae for
ragionally significant projects, SCAG assistta cities,
counties, and other agencies to review projects and plants
for contistency with the Regional Mousing missil
Asaessment (anItA) * the Regional Mobility l110P),* Growth
Management (GMP),* and Air Quality Managetent I AQMPI
PlaI all of which ame included in the State

i~t*-'._-'_ laplieantation Plan (SIP).

It's our undlerstanding that the Draft RIB is intenided toI
respond to fedierai environtental review requireomentt
under thes Mational Environeenital Policy Act addreseing
tate disposal of Morton AFB by the Dapartatent of Deftense
(DOD). The DEIS is not being proponted at a response to
requiretments of the CaliforninaBEnvironmental Quality Act
I cIQA to conduct mnvironeemntl: review of actions by
local jurisdictions to adopt locial land use plant for
Norton ArB after it it ditposed of by the Department ofI

1Given the limited application of the current doesument and
the fact that local actions to adopt state inndated land~26.riw~ciii..ii use plant hwe" not been finaelized, SCAGea will linit its

sat w. ,.ut.. omonts to a preliminary assttmnt of issues which tCP.G
coments will be tubskiitted In response to subsequent~ cIR'a addressing local actions to adopt plant for the
rouse of MAPB.

9-100 Norton A FB Disposal and Reuse FEIS3
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better USS Of eis~ting facilities, :nd to achieve a good1 match
between futu~re growh and thle ph& Ing .f Ralw facilities• or

SCAG ADqNXSI"?AIVR aONlfIS expansion of existing Ons.a

DEpAR~TIMENT OF otrEM$18 DISPO0SAL OF NORTON AIR FORCS BASS| a Encaurago growth to Occur in and around:

Activity Centers
CTransportation Corridor Nodes

P_______ DSR__TN Underutilized Infrastructure Systems
Areas Jhd Re tcycling and Redevelopament

Norton AFS currently consists of approximately 2,10S acres amd is
an active Air Force sees. The land is currently being use as an a Encourage mixed-use developments and other planning techniques
airfield with assOCiated facilities supporting the 43rd Military to locate employment centers within walking distance of major
Airlift Ming, 445th Military Airlift Wing (Reserve), tenant nniti houtina areas or transit corridors.4rid i~scalliamus organizations. Use ot thes installation fall into
aa number of* categories which Include airfield alperationsl, a Achieve better job/housing balance at the subregion4l level
flightline operations. maintenance, logistics, admlinistration, through:
support and trainngr4 5cilities, dormiltories, coqmaraity and
recreat ionl facilities and family h ous Ing. - incentives to attract housing growth in job-rich

subregions
The land to be disposed of by the Air Farc comprises 1.9S9 acres, - incentives to attract job growth in housing-rich
in luding the airfield and min administretive, industrial, and subregions
residentiaI areas of the base and two noncontiquous parcels: a 3-
Acre Per"eI near the southwest end of the runway which containe a To the degree possible, achieve a balance, by subregion Of the
airport navigation equipment and a 30-acre parcel within the City type of jobs with the price of housing.
of Highland, currently used for recreation. The Air force will be
retaining three parcels of the baes totalling 146 acrem for a To encourage employment development in job-poor localities
continued use by the Ballistic Missile Organization (UIO) and as through support of labor force retraining prograss end other
.ilitary family housing for Air Force officers and non-coamissioned economic development seasures.

a To support a water policy for Southern California which calls
for:

OPGIONAL PLNPICS
- The provision of a depandabla and reliable supply of

The California Environmentel Quality Act requires that 35INl water
discuss any inconsistencies between the propomed project or plan - Preservation of the quality and integrity of surface and
with the applicable general plans and regional plane (Section qroundwater resources
15125[b)). Accordingly, one of our major intereste would be to - A commitnent to water conservationensure that future EI5(s) prepared by local jurisdictions clearly - Accomplishment of water supply and quality improvements
identify any policies, objective or programs which are inconsistent in a coet-effectLve manner
with the 9M10, IRMP, GlP, or AQMP. If there are inconsistencies, an
explanation and rationalization for such inconaistencise should be 0 To encourage mitigation measuree that reduce noise levels in
provided, locations exceeding noise etandards.

There ere a number of policies expressed in the Growth management
Plan (GPM) which are particularly relevant to this project. Asong
then are policies which would:

According to SCAG'Os designation of subregIons in the Growth
a Promote future patterns of urben development and land use Management Plan (GIP). NAYS i located In the east San Bernardino

which reduce costs of Infrastructure conetruction and sake subregion which had a Job/housing ratio of 0.93 in 1984. This

DOCUMENT 20 DOCUMENT 20

"Norton £15 ZIS Norton API 11S
March 9, 1992 March 9. 1992
Page S Page 6

ratio indicated that the subregion was -housing-rich" in that be" by buildout of the commercial and industrial land uses
year (a subregion is coneidered -balanced If the job/housing ratio proposed by the plan.
equals that of the region: 1.27 in 1987 and 1.22 in 2010). OW
Baseline projections show that the subregion will become more 2. A target or goal for the number of housing units that should
housing-rich by 2010 with a projected ratio of 0.79 (=tA-I). if be developed within any mixed-use areas.
qreater weight is given to sore recent trends, the trend toward
housing-rich development becomes even sore severe (0.45 tGGA-4 NOD 3. Where the future work force would live.

4. The affordability of housing for workers In the project area.
To correct this trend toward increasing housing-rich development
the GNP policy projections establishes a performance ratio of 0.76 5. Subregional job/housing relationshipe - existing and future -
for all new development between 1944 and 2010. If this performance and possible fMT reduction alternatives.
ratio is adhered to within the subregion, the subregion will remain
housing-rich by 2010 but, at a more balanced ratio of 0.84. 6. The feasibility of a plan alternative that places sajor

emphasis on mixed-use development and TOM measures as a mens
Using existing methodology for general development plans end to minimize tripe and VlT consistent with GNP and AQWp/SIP.
projects, Norton A"S reuse proposals would be consistent with the
GNP jobe/housing policy if new growth (since 1994) within the State Planning Law requirements for local land plans require such
project area adhered to a jobs/housing ratio of 0.76. Kowever, the plane to recognise the price of housing as co•pared to the Income
projections adopted within the GNP are for the Fast San Bernrdmino of the resident population. Ideally, this Would ensure a
Subregion and include assumptlons which effect all jurisdictions jobe/houaing balance for the reuse of NAPS which accomplishes an
within the Subregion. Moreover, the projections provided for in economic match between types of jobe and housing. Draft ItR(s)
the GP did not anticipate the closure of NAPS. Any environmental should assess the degree of success local jurisdictions would have
assessment of the reuse of Norton Are suet, therefore, consider two in accomplishing this balance.
things in assessing the jobe/housing impact of the redevelopment of
the base: Local UR-'s end land use plans should provide that when individual

projects are reviewed by local jurisdictions, a jobe/housing
I. The impact of the redevelopment of NAPS within the context of analysis Is undertaken to determine the appropriate number of

growth within other jurisdictions within the last San housing units (or jobe) which should be associated with that
Bernardino Subregion, and perticular project. An example of this type of analysis is

provided in Appendix 2 of the General Development Chapter of SCAG-8
2. The lose of current jobe and housing from the closure of NAPS. Conformity Review Handbook.

Draft KIR(s) prepared by local jurisdictions for local land ws Alao, mention should be sode In subsequent BI525 of any Initiative
plans for the base should provide calculatiorns for the amount of by local jurisdictions to enter into arrangements with other
employment within the project Area that could be generated by the jurisdictions in the cast San Bernardino Subregion to address
proposed commercial and industrial land uses depicted in any roue growth management planning. This is one of the key programs of the
plan. This should be followed by calculations of joab/housinnq GP and should be considered as a poesible mitigation masure for
relationships of the proposed reuse plan. aw employment should the traffic and circulation impacts of any reuse plan.
first be considered as replacement for Jobs lost from the closure
of NAPS. New employment and housing beyond that neceesery to
replace lost jobs and housing et NAPS should conform to the GNP IfAlflVfAZlQflflflMm Z1AR
performance ratio of 0.74 to be consistent with OW policies. Per
the purpose of coordinating regional planning with local planning Seoee plene should include policies snd prngrem related to

efforts, it is of vital importance to address job/bousing Treanportation Demand Managment (TOMl) including complience with
relationships in the 2IB. the local AUW and Congestion Management Plans. Tom progrlam(s)

adopted by the Authority or msmber cities should encourage
Subjects which require discussion include: tele ting. parking management, non-motorized transportation,

adoption of ordinances enforcing TUE measures, end the

1. An estimate of the number of workers that would be generated concentration of land uses near traneportetion corridors and public

I Nort AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 9-101
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transit facilities. targets for the subregion.

To be adequate for the purposes intended by the R54, the TOM b. USe of land use and energy conservation control measures
progras should Include the following elesenta: to the maxlmJm extent feasible to mitigate the impact of

the plen on air quality.

1. A detailed description of TOM seanures incorporated into the

plan as sitigation seasures or featurae Qf the plan. C. Analysis of air quality impacts at the city or
subregional level and at the regional level.I

2. Exapected effect and VNT//VT reduction targets for each

cosponent of the TOM program. Draft BIR's for local rouse plans should address each of the
control measures identified for implementation by local government

3. Funding sources for each program component. in the AWIM/5IP and indicate how these measures are addressed in
the reuse plan.

4. Identification of the agencies or persons responsible for
monitoring and administerinq the TDM program. SCM encourages local jurisdictions to adopt local qeneral plans In

a manner which makes thee consistent with AQMP and other regional
S. An isplementation schedule for each TOM program component. plans. One of the advantages of this is that this action triggers

a change in SCAG's intergovernmental review procedures.
In summary, the TOM policies and progream of the Redevelopment Plan Jurisdictions which have incorporated adequate air quality planning
should be designed to include coemitments to specific TOM program requirements into their adopted general plans are eligible for
with clear delineation of responsibilities, trip reduction targets, delegation of authority to conduct -conformity- reviews for
financial arrangements and specific schedules for action on each regionally significant projects.
specific measure.

If local reuse plans for Morton AIB included key elements to Sake
SIP CONFOlEQXT them consistent with the AQW4, such plans could serve to assist

local jurisdictions in updating their general plans so that they
A plan or project is found to be in conformance with the State might be eligible for delegation of authority to conduct reviews of
Implementation Plan (SIP) when it has satisfied the following three Subsequent development proposals to determine conformity with the
criteria: regional AOMP.

1. It improves the subregion's job/housinq belance performance The process for determining general plan conformity with AGUP/SIP
ratio or is contributing to attainment of the appropriate is described in Chapter IV of SCAGs Guidsllna tnr th01 avlonment
subregional VNi target. of Lal Ait Ouaiitv £lntm published in march, 1990. the steps

necessary for certification of a general plan as adequate for are:
2. It reduces vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled to the

maximum extent feasible by implementing transportation demand 1. Adopt appropriate general plan provisions (or equivalent
management strategies. Action Plan) that includes objectives consistent with the ACM?

and Air Quality Element.
3. The plan-s environmental documentation Should provide an air

quality analysis which demonstrates that the plan will not 2. make a commitmant to implement the appropriate local
have a significant negative impact on air quality in the long government measures from the AQNM identified in the Guidelines
term (5 years or longer), and AQMP.

This requirement ts satisfied by- 2. Adopt necessary changes to the general plan to make the plan
internally consistent (and/or consistent with the Air Quality

a. Implementation of growth management policy through Action Plan).
improved Jobe/housing balance or through the application
of appropriate TOM strategies to reduce VHT/VT equivalent 4. Approve a schedule and assign staff responsibilities for
to that expected from achieving jobe/housing balance implementing the adopted local air quality objectives

DOCUMENT 20

Norton APB EIS
march 9, 1992
Page 9

consistent with the AQNP and the Guidelines.

5. Determine that the city has been making reasonable further
progress toward implementing the local government measures in
the AQMP as measured by the Annual Reasonable Further Progress
Reports.

After the necessary steps for self-certification of your General
Plan have been successfully completed, local jurisdictions can
notify SCAG and obtain a delegation of responsibility for reviewing
regionally significant general development projects on its own
behalf.

CONCLUSION
Please be assured of SCAG's willingness to assist local
jurisdictions in preparing appropriate documentation for the reuse

of Norton APB. Requests for assistance in preparing local 1TRtS
should be addressed to Bill Boyd at (213) 236-1960.

local jurisdictions submitting subsequent environmental documents
to SCAG for review should allow a minimum of 45 days for their
review.

9-102 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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APPENDIX A

GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

I GLOSSARY OF TERMS

A-Weighted Sound Level. A number representing the sound level which is frequency weighted
according to a prescribed frequency response established by the American National Standards
Institute (1983) and accounts for the response of the human ear.

Acoustics. The science of sound which includes the generation, transmission, and effects of sound
I waves, both audible and inaudible.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. A 19-member body appointed, in part, by the President
of the United States to advise the President and Congress and to coordinate the actions of federal
agencies on matters relating to historic preservation, to comment on the effects of such actions on
historic and archaeological cultural resources, and to perform other duties as required by law
(Public Law 89-655; 16 U.S. Code 470).

Aesthetics. Referring to the perception of beauty.

Aggregate. Materials such as sand, gravel, or crushed stone used for mixing with a cementing
material to form concrete or alone as railroad ballast or graded fill.

Aircraft operation. A takeoff or landing at an airport.

Airport Radar Service Area. Regulatory airspace surrounding designated airports wherein air traffic
control provides vectoring and sequencing on a full-time basis for all IFR and VFR aircraft.

Airport Traffic Area. Airspace within a radius of 5 statute miles of an airport with an operating
control tower, encompassing altitudes between the surface and 3,000 feet above ground level in
which an aircraft cannot operate without prior authorization from the control tower.

Alluvial plain. Plain produced by deposition of alluvium.

Alluvial fan. Alluvial deposit of a stream where it issues from a gorge upon a plain. Viewed from
above, it is the shape of an open fan, with the apex at the mouth.

Alluvium. Clay, silt, sand, gravel, or similar material deposited by running water.

Ambient Air Quality Standards. Standards established on a state or federal level that define the
limits for airborne concentrations of designated "criteria" pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, sulfur
dioxide, carbon monoxide, total suspended particulates, ozone, and lead), to protect public health
with an adequate margin of safety (primary standards) and to protect public welfare, including plantand animal life, visibility, and materials (secondary standards).

Aquifer. The water-bearing portion of subsurface earth material that yields or is capable of yielding

useful quantities of water to wells.
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Archaeology. A scientific approach to the study of human ecology, cultural history, and cultural 5
process.

Arterial. Signalized street that serves primarily through-traffic and provides access to abutting
properties as a secondary function.

Artificial recharge. Spreading of water in infiltration ponds or direct injection of water in wells to
replenish groundwater. I
Asbestos. A carcinogenic substance formerly used widely as an insulation material by the
construction industry; often found in older buildings.

Association. Two or more soils occurring together in a characteristic pattern.

Attainment area. A region that meets the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for a criteria i
pollutant under the Clean Air Act.

Average Annual Daily Traffic. For a 1-year period, the total volume passing a point or segment of a 3
highway facility in both directions, divided by the number of days in the year.

Average travel speed. The average speed of a traffic stream computed as the length of a highway
segment divided by the average travel times of vehicles traversing the segment, in miles per hour.

Avigational. Pertaining to the flight of aircraft. 3
Benzene. Colorless volatile, flammable, toxic liquid aromatic hydrocarbon.

Biophysical. Pertaining to the physical and biological environment, including the environmental 3
conditions crafted by man.

Biota. The plant and animal life of a region. 3
Capacity. The maximum rate of flow at which vehicles can be reasonably expected to traverse a
point or uniform segment of a lane or roadway during a specified time period under prevailing
roadway, traffic, and control conditions. I
Carbon monoxide (CO). A colorless, odorless, poisonous gas produced by incomplete fossil-fuel
combustion. One of the six pollutants for which there is a national ambient standard (see Criteria 3
pollutants).

Commercial aviation. Aircraft activity licensed by state or federal authority to transport passengers
and/or cargo for hire on a scheduled or nonscheduled basis. I
Comprehensive Plan. A public document, usually consisting of maps, text, and supporting
materials, adopted and approved by a local government legislative body, which describes future I
land uses, goals, and policies.

Cone of depression. A depression in the water table that develops around a well from which water
is being withdrawn.

Contaminants. Undesirable substances rendering something unfit for use. 3
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Control Zone. Controlled airspace with a normal radius of 5 statute miles from a primary airport
plus any extensions needed to include instrument arrival and departure paths, encompassing
altitudes between the surface and 14,449 feet mean sea level.

Corrosive. A material that has the ability to cause visible destruction of living tissue and has a
destructive effect on other substances. An acid or a base.

I Council on Environmental Quality. Established by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
the CEO consists of three members appointed by the President. CEO regulations (40 Code of
Federal Regulations Parts 1500-1508, as of July 1, 1986) describe the process for implementing
NEPA, including preparation of environmental assessments and environmental impact statements,
and the timing and extent of public participation.

Criteria pollutants. The Clean Air Act required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to set air
quality standards for common and widespread pollutants after preparing "criteria documents"
summarizing scientific knowledge on their health effects. Today there are standards in effect for
six "criteria pollutants": sulfur dioxide (S0 2), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter (PM10), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2), ozone (O), and lead (Pb).

Cultural resources. Prehistoric and historic districts, sites, buildings, objects, or any other physical
evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or a community for
scientific, traditional, religious, or any other reason.

Cumulative impacts. The combined impacts resulting from all activities occurring concurrently at a
given location.

Day-Night Average Sound Level. The 24-hour average-energy sound level expressed in decibels,
with a 10-decibel penalty added to sound levels between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to account for
increased annoyance due to noise during night hours.

Decibel. A unit of measurement on a logarithmic scale which describes the magnitude of a
particular quantity of sound pressure or power with respect to a standard reference value.

Easement. A right or privilege (agreement) that a person may have on another's property.

Effluent. Waste material discharged into the environment.

Endangered species. A species that is threatened with extinction throughnut all or a significant
portion of its range.

Environmental Impact Analysis Process. The process of conducting environmental studies as
outlined in Air Force Regulation 19-2.

Environmental Protection Agency. The federal and/or state agency that regulates environmental
matters and oversees the implementation of environmental laws.

Erosion. Wearing away of soil and rock by weathering and the action of streams, wind, and
underground water.

Escarpment. A long, more or less continuous, cliff or steep slope facing one general direction
separating two or more level or gently sloping surfaces produced by erosion or faulting.
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Faults. Fracture in earth's crust accompanied by a displacement of one side of the fracture with 3
respect to the other and in a direction parallel to the fracture.

Fault block. Crustal units bounded by faults.

RFet mix. Combination of aircraft used by a given agency.

Floodplain. The lowland and relatively flat areas near streams, rivers, lakes, playas, coasts, etc. I
that have a one percent or greater statistical chance of being inundated by flood waters in a given
year.
Freeway. A multilane divided highway having a minimum of two lanes for exclusive use of traffic
in each direction and full control of access and egress.

Frequency. The time rate (number of times per second) that the wave of sound repeats itself, or i

that a vibrating object repeats itself, now expressed in Hertz, formerly in cycles per second.

Friable. Easily crumbled or reduced to powder. 3
Functional Hierarchy of Roadways. Classification of roadways by the relative importance of the
movement and access function assigned to them. i
Fungicides. Any substance which kills or inhibits the growth of fungi.

General aviation. All aircraft which are not commercial or military aircraft. 3
Geomorphic. Pertaining to the form of the earth or its surface features. II
Ground acceleration. Force from an earthquake causing movement of bedrock. Measured infraction of the acceleration of gravity.

Groundwater. Water within the earth that supplies wells and springs. i
Groundwater basin. Subsurface structure having the character of a basin with respect to
collection, retention, and outflow of water. I
Groundwater recharge. Absorption and addition of water to the zone of saturation.

Habituate. To become accustomed to frequent repetition or prolonged exposure. i
Hazardous material. Generally, a substance or mixture of substances that has the capability of
either causing or significantly contributing to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious
irreversible or incapacitating reversible illness; or posing a substantial present or potential risk to
human health or the environment. Use of these materials is regulated by Department of
Transportation, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and Superfund I
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).

I
I
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Hazardous waste. A waste, or combination of wastes, which, because of its quantity,
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may either cause, or significantly
contribute to, an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible illness; or pose a
substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly
treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).

Heavy metals. A metal (e.g., lead, mercury, cadmium, and chromium) of atomic weight greater
than sodium (22.9 grams/molecule) that forms soaps on reaction with fatty acids.

Herbicides. A pesticide, either organic or inorganic, used to destroy unwanted vegetation,
especially various types of weeds, grasses, and woody plants.

Hydrocarbons. Any of a vast family of compounds containing hydrogen and carbon. Used loosely
to include many organic compounds in various combinations; most fossil fuels are composed
predominately of hydrocarbons. When hydrocarbons mix with nitrogen oxides in the presence of
sunlight, ozone is formed; hydrocarbons in the atmosphere contribute to the formation of ozone.

Impacts. An assessment of the meaning of changes in all attributes being studied for a given
resource; an aggregation of all the adverse effects, usually measured using a qualitative and
nominally subjective technique. In this EIS, as well as in the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations, the word impact is used synonymously with the word effect.

Infrastructure. The basic installations and facilities on which the continuance and growth of a
community, state, etc. depend (e.g., roads, schools, power plants, transportation, and
communication systems, etc.).

Installation Restoration Program. An Air Force program to identify, characterize, and remediate
environmental contamination on its installations.

Interstate. The designated National System of Interstate and Defense Highways located in both
rural and urban areas; they connect the east and west coasts and extend from points on the
Canadian border to various points on the Mexican border.

L,,. The equivalent steady state sound level which in a stated period of time would contain the
same acoustical energy as time-varying sound level during the same period.

Liquefaction susceptibility. Potential for fluidization and loss of mechanical strength of saturated
soils during an earthquake.

L,.,. The highest A-weighted sound level observed during a single event of any duration.

Lead (Pb). A heavy metal used in many industries, which can accumulate in the body and cause a
variety of negative effects. One of the six pollutants for which there is a national ambient air
quality standard (see Criteria pollutants).

Level of service. In transportation analyses, a qualitative measure describing operational conditions
within a traffic stream and how they are perceived by motorists and/or passengers. In public
services, a measure describing the amount of public services (e.g., fire protection and law
enforcement services) available to community residents, generally expressed as the number of
personnel providing the services per 1,000 population.
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Loam, loamy. Rich, permeable soil composed of a mixture of clay, silt, sand, and organic matter.

Loudness. The qualitative judgment of intensity of a sound by a human being.

Magnitude. Richter scale logarithmic measurement of the energy released by an earthquake. I
Masking. The action of bringing one sound (audible when heard alone) to inaudibility or to
unintelligibility by the introduction of another sound. I
Military Operations Area (MOA). Airspace areas of defined vertical and lateral limits established for
the purpose of separating certain training activities, such as air combat maneuvers, air intercepts,
and acrobatics, from other air traffic operating under instrument flight rules.

Mineral. Naturally occurring inorganic element or compound. 3
Mineral resources. Mineral deposits that may eventually become available, known deposits not
recoverable at present or yet undiscovered. 3
Mitigation. A method or action to reduce or eliminate program impacts.

Modal split. The division of travel between transit and automobiles. 3
Multiple family housing. Townhouse or apartment units that accommodate more than one family
though each dwelling unit is only occupied by one household. I
National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Section 109 of the Clean Air Act requires the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency to set nationwide standards, the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), for widespread air pollutants. Currently, six pollutants are regulated by I
primary and secondary NAAQS: carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate matter

(PM10), and sulfur dioxide (see Criteria pollutants).

National Environmental Policy Act. Public Law 91-190, passed by Congress in 1969. The National I
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) established a national policy designed to encourage consideration
of the influences of human activities (e.g., population growth, high-density urbanization, industrial
development) on the natural environment. NEPA also established the Council on Environmental
Quality. NEPA procedures require that environmental information be made available to the public
before decisions are made. Information contained in NEPA documents must focus on the relevant
issues in order to facilitate the decision-making process. n

National Priority List. A list of sites (federal and state) that contain hazardous materials that may
cause an unreasonable risk to the health and safety of individuals, property, or the environment. 3
National Register of Historic Places. A register of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects
important in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture, maintained by the Secretary
of the Interior under authority of Section 2(b) of the Historic Sites Act of 1935 and Section I
101 (a)(1) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

Native Americans. Used in a collective sense to refer to individuals, bands, or tribes who trace
their ancestry to indigenous populations, of North America prior to Euro-American contact.

I
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5 Native vegetation. Plant life that occurs naturally in an area without agricultural or cultivational
efforts. It does not include species that have been introduced from other geographical areas and
have become naturalized.

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Gas formed primarily from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when
combustion takes place at high temperature. NO2 emissions contribute to acid deposition and
formation of atmospheric ozone. One of the six pollutants for which there is a national ambient
standard (see Criteria pollutants).

Nitrogen oxides (NO,). Gases formed primarily by fuel combustion, which contribute to the
formation of acid rain. Hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides combine in the presence of sunlight to
form ozone, a major constituent of smog.

3 Noise. Any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with speech and hearing, or is intense
enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying (unwanted sound).

Noise attenuation. The reduction of a noise level from a source by such means as distance, ground
effects, or shielding.

Noise contour. A curve connecting points of equal noise exposure on a map. Noise exposure is
often expressed using the average day-night sound level (DNL).

Nonattainment area. An area that has been designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency or the appropriate state air quality agency, as exceeding one or more National or California
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

1 00-year floodplain. See floodplain.

1 00-year flood zone. Land area having a 1-percent chance of being flooded during a given year.

Ozone (ground level). A major ingredient of smog. Ozone is produced from reactions of
hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight and heat. Some 68 areas, mostly
metropolitan areas, did not meet a December 31, 1987 deadline in the Clean Air Act for attaining
the ambient air quality standard for ozone.

Passenger car equivalent. The number of passenger cars that are displaced by a single heavy

vehicle of a particular type under prevailing roadway, traffic, and control conditions.

m Permeability. The capacity of a porous rock or sediment to transmit a fluid.

Pesticides. Any substance, organic or inorganic, used to destroy or inhibit the action of plant or
animal pests; the term thus includes insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides, miticides,
fumigants, and repellents. All pesticides are toxic to humans to a greater or lesser degree.
Pesticides vary in biodegradability.

Physiographic Province. A region in which all parts are similar in geologic structure and climate.

3 Pitchblende. A mineral formed by radioactive decay, often found in sulfide-bearing veins.

Pleistocene. An earlier epoch of the Quaternary period during the "ice age" beginning
approximately 3 million years ago and ending 10,000 years ago. Also refers to the rocks and
sediments deposited during that time.
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Plume. An elongated mass of contaminated fluid moving with the flow of the fluid. 3
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Any of a family of industrial compounds produced by
chlorination of biphenyl. These compounds are noted chiefly as an environmental pollutant that
accumulates in organisms and concentrates in the food chain with resultant pathogenic and I
teratogenic effects. They also decompose very slowly.

Potable water. Suitable for drinking.

Prehistoric. The period of time before the written record.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). In the 1977 Amendments to the Clean Air Act, I
Congress mandated that areas with air cleaner than required by National Ambient Air Quality
Standards must be protected from significant deterioration. The Clean Air Act's Prevention of
Significant Deterioration program consists of two elements: requirements for best available control I
technology on major new or modified sources, and compliance with an air quality increment
system.

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Area. A requirement of the Clean Air Act (160 et seq.) that
limits the increases in ambient air pollutant concentrations in clean air areas to certain increments
even though ambient air quality standards are met.

Prime farmland. Environmentally significant agricultural lands protected from irreversible conversion
to other uses. I
Primary roads. A consolidated system of connected main roads important to regional, statewide,
and interstate travel; they consist of rural arterial routes and their extensions into and through
urban areas of 5,000 or more population. 3
Restricted Area. Designated airspace in which aircraft activity, while not prohibited, is subject to
certain restrictions. 3
Ruderal. Weedy or introduced vegetation growing in disturbed areas.

Sediment. Material deposited by wind or water. 3
Seismicity. Relative frequency and distribution of earthquakes.

Seismic Zone IV. Area designated in the Uniform Building Code as susceptible to major earthquake I
damage and intensities of VII or more on the Modified Mercalli Scale and in proximity to a major
fault system. 3
Short ton. 2,000 pounds.

Shrink/swell potential. Volume change possible upon wetting or drying. 5
Single-family housing. A conventionally-built house consisting of a single dwelling unit occupied by
one household. 3
Site. As it relates to cultural resources, any location where humans have altered the terrain or
discarded artifacts. 5
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3 Sludge. A heavy, slimy deposit, sediment, or mass resulting form industrial activity; solids removed

from wastewater.

3 Solvent. A substance that dissolves or can dissolve another substance.

Sound. The auditory sensation evoked by the compression and rarefaction of the air or other3 transmitting medium.

Specific Plan. A plan regulating development within a defined area of a city, consistent with the
city's General Plan. Specific plans are required prior to development in specified areas that have
not been zoned for particular land uses.

State Historic Preservation Officer. The official within each state, authorized by the state at the
request of the Secretary of the Interior, to act as liaison for purposes of implementing the National
Historic Preservation Act.

Sulfur dioxide (SO). A toxic gas that is produced when fossil fuels, such as coal and oil, are
burned. SO2 is the main pollutant involved in the formation of acid rain. SO2 also can irritate the
upper respiratory tract and cause lung damage. During 1980, some 27 million tons of SO2 were

emitted in the United States, according the Office of Technology Assessment. The major source of5 SO2 in the United States is coal-burning electric utilities.

Tectonic framework. Structural elements of a region including the rising, stable, and subsiding
3 areas.

Therm. A measurement of units of heat.

3 Threatened species. Plant and wildlife species likely to become endangered in the foreseeable
future.

Toluene. Liquid aromatic hydrocarbon used as solvent.

Total suspended particulates. The particulate matter in the ambient air. The previous national
ambient air quality standard for particulates was based on total suspended particulate levels; it was
replaced in 1987 by an ambient standard based on PM,, levels.

Traffic assignment. The allocation of traffic flows among routes available between any two places.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The implementation of measures which encourage
people to change their mode of travel or not to make a trip at all, e.g., ridesharing,
telecommunications, parking management, pricing incentives.

Transportation System Management. Short-range programs dealing with traffic operations
improvement, ridesharing, transit and high-occupancy vehicles, approximate provisions for
pedestrians and bicycles, parking control, flex-time, staggered work hour, and others.

Trichloroethylene (TCE). An organic solvent used in dry cleaning and removal of grease from
3 metal.

Trip distribution. A determination of the interchange of trips among zones in the region.

3 Trip generation. A determination of the quantity of trip ends associated with a parcel of land.
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2. 4-dlchlorophenoxyacatic acid. A specific (selective) organic herbicide permitting elimination of 3
weeds without injury to crops.

Wetlands. Areas that are inundated or saturated with surface or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil.
This classification includes swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.

Vehicle trip end. A one-direction vehicle movement with either the origin and/or the destination or
both inside the study site.

Volume. The number of vehicles passing a point on a lane, roadway, or other trafficway during
some time interval.

Zoning. The division of a municipality (or county) into districts for the purpose of regulating land
use, types of building, required yards, necessary off-street parking, and other prerequ to
development. Zones are generally shown on a map and the text of the zoning ordina ecifies
requirements for each zoning category. 3
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I ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

I AADT average annual daily traffic
AAVS Aerospace Audiovisual Service

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

ACM asbestos-containing materials
ACS Area of Concentrated Study

AFB Air Force BaseIf/yr acre-feet per year
AHERA Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act

AICUZ Air lnsta:lation Compatible Use Zone

ALP Airport Layout Plan
AMC Air Mobility Command
APZ Accident Potential Zone

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan
ARSA Airport Radar Service Area

ARTCC Air Route Traffic Control Center

ASV annual service volume

ATA airport traffic area

ATC air traffic control
ATCT Air Traffic Control Tower
AT&SF The Atchinson Topeka and Santa Fe Railway

BACM Best Available Control Measures
BACT Best Available Control Technology
BARCT Best Available Retrofit Control Technology

BCRA Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526)
BMO Ballistic Missile Organization
BRM Biological Resource Management

CAA Clean Air Act (Federal)
CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments

CAAOS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CARB California Air Resources Board

CBA Central Base Area
CCAA California Clean Air Act
CCR California Code of Regulations

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game
CEC California Energy Commission
CEO Council on Environmental Quality

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act

SCFR Code of Federal Regulations
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CNEL Community Noise Exposure Level
CNPS California Native Plant Society
CO carbon monoxide
CO 2  carbon dioxide I
COE Corps of Engineers
CZ Clear Zone
dB decibel
DEHS Department of Environmental Health Services (San Bernardino County)
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Analysis

DERP Defense Environmental Restoration Program I
DHS California Department of Health Services
DMT disposal management team
DNL Day-night average sound level
DOD Department of Defense
DRMO Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control
EDMS Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System
EIR Environmental Impact Report I
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EO Executive Order
EPA Environmental Protection Agency U
ERC emission reduction credits
EVCDS East Valley Corridor Development Study
FAA Federal Aviation Administration U
FAR Federal Aviation Regulation
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Analysis
FFA Federal Facilities Agreement
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

FPMR Federal Property Management Regulations
FPTA Fire Protection Training Area
FS Feasibility Study 3
gpm gallons per minute
HIRL high intensity runway lighting
HMTA Hazardous Materials Transportation Act I
HUD Department of Housing and Urban Development
I Interstate highway

IFR instrument flight rules I
IH heavy industrial
IL light industrial
ILS instrument landing system i
IRP Installation Restoration Program
IVDA Inland Valley Development Agency I
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3 IWTP Industrial Wastewater Treatment Plant
JPA Joint Powers Agency

kV kilovolt

1.11 equivalent sound level

L. A-weighted maximum sound level

LOS level of service

MAP million annual passengers

MAW Military Airlift Wing
#pg/m

3  micrograms per cubic meter

MG million gallons
MGD million gallons per day

MLS Microwave Landing System

MOA Military Operations Area
mph miles per hour

MRZ Mineral Resource Zone

MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area
MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet

MSL mean sea level

MW megawatts
MWH megawatt-hours

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NBA Northeast Base Area

NCP National Contingency Plan

NCO Non-Commissioned Officer
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NESHAP National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NLR noise level reduction

Snm nautical mile
NO nitric oxide

NO 2  nitrogen dioxide

NO. nitrogen oxides

NOISEMAP Noise Exposure Model

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NPI nonprecision instrument
NPL National Priorities Ust

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NSR new source review
03 ozone
OlP Office/industrial Park

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration

OU Operable Unit3PA Preliminary Assessment
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PAPI precision approach path indicator 3
PA/SM Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection

PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls

PCE tetrachloroethylene I
PCi/I picocuries per liter
PF public facility

P.L. Public Law I
PM particulate matter
PM 10 particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter

POL petroleum, oils, and lubricants U
ppm parts per million
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration

PVC polyvinyl chloride

RA Remedial Action
RAMP Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RD Remedial Design
RECLAIM Regional Clean Air Incentive Market 5
REIL runway end identifier lights

RI Remedial Investigation

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study I
ROD Record of Decision

ROG reactive organic gases

ROI Region of Influence I
RPZ Runway Protection Zone

RVR runway visual range

SANBAG San Bernardino Associated Governments
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act

SBCFCD San Bernardino County Flood Control District

SBIAA San Bernardino International Airport Authority
SBRWTP San Bernardino Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
SBVMWD San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District3

SCAB South Coast Air Basin
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 3
SCE Southern California Edison
SCG Southern California Gas Company

SEL sound exposure level I
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
SI Site Inspection

SIAS Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study U
SIP State Implementation Plan

SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act !
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S02 sulfur dioxide
SR State Route
SWMD San Bernardino Solid Waste Management Department

TACAN Tactical Air Navigation
T-BACT Best Available Control Technology for Toxics

TCE trichloroethylene

TD technology development
TDM Transportation Demand Management
TERPS Terminal Instrument Approach Procedures

TMA Transportation Management Association

TOD transient oriented development

TRACON Terminal Radar Approach Control

TSCA Toxic Substances and Control Act
TSD treatment, storage, or disposal

UIC Underground Injection Control

USC U.S. Code

USFS U.S. Forest Service
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS U.S. Geological Survey
UST underground storage tank

VA U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs
VASI visual approach slide indicator

VFR visual flight rules

VMT vehicle miles traveled
VOC volatile organic compounds

VORTAC very-high frequency omnidirectional range tactical air navigation

VTE vehicle trip end
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RECORD OF DECISION

CLOSURE OF NORTON AIR FORCE BASE

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared to
assess the potential environmental impacts resulting from the
closure of Norton Air Force Base (AFB), California. The
closure is the result of the Base Closure and Realignment Act
(Public Law 100-526) and recommendations'of the Secretary of
Defense Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. The
Secretary of Defense approved those recommendations and
announced that the Department of Defense would implement them.
The Congress did not pass a Joint Resolution disapproving the
recommendations within the time allotted by the Act.
Therefore, the Act now requires the Secretary of Defense, as a
matter of law, to implement those closures and realignments.

The withdrawal of personnel and the closure of Norton AFB will
involve the inactivation of the 63rd Military Airlift Wing
(MAW) and a portion of the 445th MAW (Associate Reserve Wing).
Although the Commission's recommendation was for transfer of
the major portions of these Wings to March AFB, the Secretary
of Defense announced on January 29, 1990 the inactivation of
the 63rd MAW and portions of the 445th MAW. This decision was
based on fiscal constraints and force structure cuts resulting
from the Defense Management Review. The closure will involve
the relocation of Norton AFB's current major assets to March
AFB, California; McChord AFB, Washington; and Kirtland AFB, New
Mexico. Additionally, Headquarters US Air Force recommended
relocating selected smaller units from Norton AFB to Luke AFB,
Arizona, and to Travis, McClellan, and Los Angeles AFB's in
California.

Norton closure plans call for the Ballistic Missile
organization (DMO) to remain at Norton AFB. Some construction
and modification of several buildings will be required to
retain BMO. Isolation of utilities and security controls will
also be required. As a Defense Management Review initiative to
streamline activities, the BMO recently became part of the
Space Systems Division (SSD) located at Los Angeles AFB. A
separate EIS is being prepared to analyze the move of SSD due
to the proposed closure of Los Angeles AFB. Possible
relocation of BMO, along with SSD, is being evaluated in the
SSD/Los Angeles EIS.

1 Additionally, in order to reduce the shortage of family housing
in the local area, Norton AFB military family housing--264
family units--will be retained as satellite housing for use by
personnel assigned to March AFB.
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Interim joint use of part of Hangar 763 on Norton AFB by
Lockheed Corporation, sublessee to the Inland Valley
Development Agency, is in effect. Lockheed will be conducting
commercial maintenance on Boeing 747 aircraft, similar to the
type of maintenance conducted by the Air Force on C-141
aircraft at Norton AFB. After Norton AFB closes, Lockheed will I
continue operations in accordance with the lease.

The Act also makes the Secretary of Defense responsible for
management and disposal of the closed bases. In addition to I
the EIS on closure of Norton AFB, the Aii Force will prepare a
second EIS on the final disposition of base property which will
include proposals from the civilian community reuse plan. The I
second EIS will address the environmental impacts of potential
reuse of the base. The Air Force is sensitive to the community
concerns caused by the closing of a major employer like
Norton. The Norton disposal EIS will also include
socioeconomic impacts as they are found to have direct impacts
on the biophysical environment. A separate comprehensive study
of the socioeconomic impacts will be completed by the Air Force
which will more comprehensively review the socioeconomic
impacts. This study will examine overall effects of reuse on
such factors as the loss of tax revenue, housing and school I
impacts, and the loss of employment from base closure.
Regardless of the document in which these socioeconomic
analyses appear, they will be part of the analysis process and
presented to the public on a timely basis for full public
review and comment.

The environmental impacts of closing Norton AFB tend to be I
negligible or positive. Operation of a major installation
creates environmental impacts; removal of the operation lessens
them. I
The primary impacts related to the withdrawal of troops and
movement of equipment occur in the area of transportation,
primarily between Norton AFB and March AFB (located about 20
miles apart). Traffic congestion will increase slightly on
area roadways and intersections, contributing to an already
congested situation. Much of the transportation impact results
from people commuting from the Norton AFB area to March AFB on
a daily basis. It is expected that much of this commuting
pattern would be for the short term as Air Force personnel I
living off the base are rotated out of their positions at March
and new personnel locate nearer March AFB. Civilian personnel
transferred from Norton to March will, on average, experience a
longer commute from their residences to March. Housing for 264
families will be retained at Norton for use by Air Force
personnel at March. Commuting requirements for these personnel
will continue for the long term.
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Mitigation options available for Norton and March AFB's include
car/vanpooling and staggering work hours. Since the increase
in traffic, less than two percent to begin with, has been
reduced considerably because of the inactivation of the 63rd
MAW, the respective installation commanders will determine
whether these mitigations need to be implemented. Impacts of
closure had only negligible effects on other environmental
resources. In the aggregate, however, the environmental
impacts of the closure are expected to be beneficial or neutral.

Important contributors to this assessment are the various
commitments the Air Force has made to study and respond to
potential problems. Although some of these commitments are
legal requirements, they all are consistent with the Air
Force's desire to close the base'safely and carefully. Listed
below is a brief summary of the major commitments made in the
EIS:

I All leaking PCB transformers and capacitors will be
replaced or reclassified. To ensure that remaining
transformers do not leak and create site contamination,
transformers will be inspected every three months. All
nonleaking PCB's (500 parts per million and over) and
PCB-contaminated transformers with 50 parts per million
or greater PCB's will be reclassified or removed from
service prior to closure.

Norton expects to complete its asbestos survey prior to
September 30, 1991; potential users will be notified of
the findings of the survey. If friable asbestos is
encountered during rehabilitation of buildings required
for the retention of BMO, it will be removed or
encapsulated by trained personnel using approved
procedures.

I Scheduled removal of deteriorated underground tanks,
overfill protection, and other tank work will be done in

* accordance with a plan submitted and approved by San
Bernardino County regulations as part of the closure
action.

The Air Force will continue the Installation Restoration
Program (IRP), including investigation and remediation
of contaminated sites in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA). The .cleanup will occur through
the process of an Interagency Agreement (IAG), signed
June 29, 1989, by the Air Force, the California
Department of Health Services (CADHS), and EPA Region IX.
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The following measures will ensure that the closure
action does not negatively affect the IRP: 1) Continue
monitoring the contamination plumes to provide early
warning of significant changes during the period between
closure and cleanup for reuse. This will include at
least quarterly monitoring of area water wells. If I
contaminant levels are observed to change, consideration
will be given to modeling groundwater contaminant
transport to determine groundwater pumping or another
strategy, as an interim measure, to retard plume
spread. 2) Continue current base security functions to
prevent unauthorized entry into IRP site areas that
could lead to direct contact with contaminated soils or
groundwater.

The closure of Norton AFB is not expected to have an
effect on any threatened or endangered species.
However, if the US Fish and Wildlife Service's report
confirms the presence of such a species on Norton AFB, I
the Air Force will request the Service's recommendationsfor mitigative measures.

There is no indication that closure activities will have I
an effect on any property potentially eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. Several cultural
resources investigations are occurring or soon to begin I
on Norton. If these investigations disclose any
properties potentially eligible for the National
Register and to be affected either by the withdrawal of
units or modifications to facilities for BMO, the Air
Force will comply with requirements of the NationalHistoric Preservation Act.

All hazardous materials on base will be shipped in
accordance with all applicable Department of
Transportation regulations. Hazardous waste will be I
disposed of through the Defense Reutilization and
Marketing Office (DRMO), and accumulation points will be
formally closed as required by the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA). closure of the DRMO storage
site on Norton will also include closing out the interim
(Part A) permit for that site. 3

Many of these commitments are normal operational processes done
to comply with environmental laws and regulations. *The
detailed outcomes of those processes will often be dependent on
investigations and coordinations still in progress. Any lack
of specificity is not an indication of a lack of interest--the
Air Force is committed to being responsive to environmentalconcerns and will work with federal and state agencies to
achieve that result.
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The Air Force is committed to continue the cleanup of hazardous
waste sites after base closure. The Air Force's IRP is part of
a larger Department of Defense program designed to identify and
fully evaluate suspected contamination associated with past
hazardous waste disposal practices and to control hazards to
human health and the environment resulting from past
operations. The IRP at Norton will not be affected by
closure. The IRP is independent of the base closure processand will continue, as needed, after the military mission has
ended at Norton.

Through the IRP, the Air Force will thoroighly investigate and
remediate contaminated sites as needed. This cleanup will be
done in accordance with DOD's worst-first priority model and
will be performed with funds appropriated by Congress. The Air
Force fully expects funding to be available to complete cleanup
activities at Norton AFB.

I The Air Force will be responsible for on-base contamination or
the off-base migration of contaminants caused by Air Force
activities at Norton AFB. All property transfers will be
conducted in compliance with CERCLA, Section 120(h).

Cleanup activities will be accomplished in accordance with
applicable federal and state laws and regulations. The time
frame for completing the investigations and the ultimate
remediation have been established as provided in the
Interagency Agreement and will be reviewed and approved by EPA
and CADHS.

Based on the analysis and evaluation process carried out, I
have decided to proceed with the closure of Norton AFB in
accordance with the approaches described in the EIS and this
Record of Decision. This closure is nocessary to comply with
the provisions of the Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public
Law 100-526) and recommendations of the Secretary of Defense's
Commission on Base Realignment and Closure. This action is
wholly in conformance with all relevant federal, state, and
local statutes and regulations. All practicable efforts to
avoid or minimize environmental harm from the closure have been
incorporated. The EIS did not identify any alternative
strategies for closing the base which are environmentally
preferable to the one adopted.

44 -0Date /2 Signature_ "/ • James r. Boa ttight
Deputy ss' tant Secretary of the Air Force3 (Installations) B-5
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I APPENDIX C

I NOTICE OF INTENT

The following notice of intent was circulated and publiahed by the Air Force in the February 19, 1991
Federal ReistrW in order to provide public notice of the Air Force's intent to prepare an Ementel
Impact Statement of disposal and reuse of Norton Air Force Base. This Notice of Intent has beenI retyped for daity and legibility.

NOTICE OF INTENT
TO PREPARE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

DISPOSAL/REUSE OF NORTON AFB, CAUFORNIA

The United States Air Force will prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess the
potential environmental impacts of disposal and reuse of the property that is now Norton Air Force
Base (AFB) near San Bernardino, California. On October 3, 1990, the Air Force signed a Record of
Decision (ROD) for closure of Norton AFB.

The disposal and reuse EIS will address disposal of the property to public or private entities and the
potential Impacts of ruse alternatives. All available property will be disposed of in accordance withprovisions of the Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public Law 100-526, and applicable federal

pro disposal regulations.

The Air Force is planning to conduct a scoping and screening meeting on March 20, 1991 at 6:30 p.m.
in the San Bernardino City Council Chambers, 300 North "D' Street, San Bernardino, California. The
purpose of the meeting is to determine the environmental issues and concerns to be analyzed, to solicit
comments on the proposed action and to solicit proposed disposal and reuse alternatives that should
be addressed in the EIS. In soliciting disposal and reuse inputs, the Air Force intends to consider all
reasonable alternatives to the proposed action offered by any Federal, State, and local government
agency and any Federally-sponsored or private entity or individual with an interest in acquiring available
property at Norton AFB. These alternatives will be analyzed in the EIS. The resulting environmentalimpacts will be considered In making disposal for Norton AFB.

To ensure the Air Force will have sufficient time to consider public inputs on issues to be included in
the disposal and reuse EIS and disposal alternatives to be included in the Final Disposal Plan, comments
and reuse proposals should be forwarded to the address listed below by April 19,1991. However, the
Air Force will accpt comments at the address below at any time during the environmental impact
analysis process.

For further information concerning the study of Norton AFB disposal and reuse, and EIS activities,
contact:

Lt Colonel Tom Bartol
AFRCE-BMS/DEV

Norton AFB, California 92409-6448
(714) 382-4891

Norton AFB Disosal and Rouse FEIS C-1
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£ APPENDIX D

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
MAIUNG UST

This list of recipients includes interested federal, state, and local agencies and individuals who have
expressed an interest in receiving the document. This list also Includes the governor of California,
as well as United States senators and representatives, and state legislators.

ELECTED OFFICIALS

Federal Officials

U.S. Senate

The Honorable Barbara Boxer
The Honorable Diane Feinstein

U.S. House of Reprsentatives

The Honorable George E. Brown Jr.
The Honorable Jay Kim
The Honorable Jerry Lewis

State of California Officials

Governor

The Honorable Pete Wilson

State Legislature

State Senate

The Honorable Ruben S. Ayala
The Honorable Bill Leonard

State Assembly

The Honorable Joe Baca
The Honorable Jim Brulte
The Honorable Paul Woodruff

N&, •on AFS Disposal and Reuse FEIS D-1
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Local Wiciale3

Gary Boyles. Mayor
City of Fontna

Robert Christman, Mayor
City of Loms Linda I
Charles Demirjyn, Mayor
City of Redlands

Frank Gonzales, Mayor
City of Colton

W. R. Holcomb, Mayor I
City of San Bernardino

John Lonoville, Mayor 3
City of Rialto

Byron R. Mattesson, Mayor
City of Grand Terrace i
Jon Mikels, Chairman
San Bernardino County/Board of Supervisors I
John Timmer, Mayor
City of Highland i

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Federal Agencies I
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Claudia Nissley

Argonne National Laboratory
Dr. Gary Marner 5
Department of HeaMth and Human Services
Office of Environmental Affairs 3
Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Environment and Energy g
Department of Interior
Office of Environmental Affairs

Department of Justice 1
Federal Bureau of Prisons

I
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Department of Labor
Occupational Safety and Health Administration

Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
Thomas D. Larson, Administrator

IE Department of Veterans Affairs
Allen T. Maurer

j Federal Aviation Administration

General Services Administration
Office of Program Initiatives

Department of Defense

AFCEEIESS Western Region
Jim Washington

AFFTC/XRX Edwards AFB
Wendy Waiwood

Army Corps of Engineers
Waltham, Massachusetts
Sue Brown
Federal Aviation Administration

Office of the Air Force Representative

HO MAC/LEEV
Sharon Gail

OSD/OEA
Ken Matzkin

SW Division NAVFAC
Mike Barbusca

Regional Offices of Federal Agencies

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Western Regional Office
Robert Fink

Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles Division

I Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service

I
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I
Department of Commerce I
Economic Development Administration

Department of Education 3
Seattle, Washington
George E. Hoops, Director

Department of Health and Human Services I
Quy Tu

Department of Housing and Urban Development
Region IX I
Community Planning and Development Division

Department of the Interior I
Fish and Wildlife Service
Laguna Niguel Regional Office
Ventura Field Office

Department of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics
Sacramento, California

Department of Veterans Affairs
Jerry L. Pettis Memorial Veterans Hospital I
Fred Wilburn

Department of Veterans Affairs
Western Region

Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX a
Air Management Division

Environmental Protection Agency I
Region IX, Federal Activities
Laura Fuji

Environmental Protection Agency I
Region IX
Water Management Division 5
Federal Aviation Administration
Airports Division
Lawndale, California
Peter Melia

Federal Highway Administration
Region IX I
Edwin Wood, Regional Director

Federal Housing Administration I
D-4 Norton AFB Disposal and Rouse FEIS
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National Park Service
Western Region
John D. Cherry

Native American Heritage Commission
Sacramento, Californi

S U.S. Bureau of Mines
Spokane, WashingtonI Dave Lockard

U.S. Forest Service
San Bernardino National Forest

1 U.S. Geological Service
Menlo Park, California3 Howard Wilshire

U.S. Postal Service, General Mail Facility
San Bernardino, California
Gary Miller

State of California Agencies

3 Air Resources Board
Barbara Fry

3 Caitrans - District 8
Harvey Sawyer

Department of Education
Deputy Superintendent for Specialized Programs
Shirley Thornton

5Department of Fish and Game
Environmental Branch
Jack Sprum

Department of Health Services
Kenneth Kizer, Director

I Department of Water Resources
Reports Review

Heritage Preservation Commission
Patricia Eckert

National Guard Military Department
M. Gen. Robert C. Thrasher, Adjutant General

I
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Office of Historic PreservationI
State Historic Preservation Officer
Kathryn Gualtlol

Parks and Recreation Department I
Planning Division
Jim Heiner a
Regional Water Quality Control Board - Santa Ana Region (8)
Executive Director

Resources Agency I
Douglas P. Wheeler

South Coast Air Quality Management District 3
Office of Planning and Rules
Ms. Connie Day

State Clearinghouse I
Office of Planning and Research

Local Government Agencies l

City of Colton, City Manager
Ed Satello I
City of Fontana, City Manager
Russell A. Carlsen 1
City of Grand Terrace, City Manager
Thomas Schwab t

City of Highland, City Manager
Sam Racadio

City of Highland I
Deputy City Clerk

City of Highland I
Planning Department

Inland Valley Development Agency 1
Sandra Viea

City of Lomas Unda, City Manager
John Bernardi I
City of Redlands, City Manager
James Wheaton I

I
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ft City of RedlandsSc- -Plning Deprtment

R Redlands Redevelopmnent Agency
Norman McMenemy

5 City of Rialto, City Manager
Gerald Johnson

City of Riverside,
Public Utilitiea Department
David Garcia

3 Riverside County Transportation/Flood Control

San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG)3 Ty Schuling

City of San Bernardino
Ms. J. Lorraine Valarde
Mayor's Executive Assistant

City of San Bernardino

Planning Department
Valerie Ross

San Bernardino County
East Valley Airport Land Use Commission
Ron Riley

San Bernardino County
Airport Division
James Monger

3 San Bernardino County
Department of Health Services
Sanitary Engineering Section

San Bernardino County
Environmental Health Services Department
Pamela Bennett

San Bernardino County
Environmental Management
Albert Reid

San Bernardino County1 Transportation, Flood Control, and Airports

San Bernardino County
Work Furlough Program
Barbara J. Frank

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS D-7
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San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District
Louis Fletcher, General Manager

U'-" 1
A.K. Smiley Public Ubrary, Redlands

California State Universiy. San Bernardino 3
Colton City Ubray

Norman F. Feldheym Central library,
San Bernardino

San Bernardino County Branch Libraries: I
Fontana
Grand Terrace
HighlandI
Rialto

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS/INDIMDUALS

Archi-System Maurice Kurtz I
ARCO Corporation
Steve Vandenesook

Frank Bianchini

Joseph E. Bonadiman & Associates I
Michael Brandman Associates
Miles Ehrlich

Robert Castro & Associates
Robert Castro 5
Bill Christensen

Financial Research Group I
Steve Dietrich

Graham & James 3
San Francisco
Paul Minault

HNTB I
Michael B. Green

I
D)-8 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEI$ 5
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Heart Bar Ranch
Warner Hodgdon

5 Invirx Demolition, Inc.
Peter darboeoch, Jr.

5 Labat Anderson, Inc.

Lewis Homes
Linda Fabrizo

Livingston-Graham

Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Center, Inc.
Adele Ronee Laikin

Martin-Marietta Energy Systems
Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Jim Kulez

Inland Valley Daily Bulletin
Candycce Miller

I John Miskell

Dan Moser

5 Mel Picazo

Pres Enterprise3 Don McAuliffe

Russell Seely

3 Ronald Siegel

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)5 Riverside, California

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
Los Angeles, California
Mr. Birchhead

Southern California EdisonISan Bernardino Region

Southern California Gas Company

Harry French Smith

3 Capt. Mike Stodelle

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS D-9
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1
The Sun3

Sverdrup Corporation
Randolph Tabor I
Tetra Tech, Inc.
Marianne Schebeck 3
Pad Troup

TRW Corp.
Martin Primco

Watklns Johnson Environmental, Inc.
Bill GallantI

Carolyn Whetzol

Graham Witherall

Da
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I APPENDIX E

METHODS OF ANALYSIS

3 1.0 NVMDUCTION

This section describes the methods used in preparng this environmental
Impact statement (EIS). These methods were designed and implemented to

evaluate the potential environmental impacts of disposal of Norton AFS and
Incident reuse. Since future reuse of the sfte is uncertain In its scope.
activities, and timing, the analysis considered several alternative reuse
scenarios and evaluated their associated environmental impacts. The reuse
scenarios analyzed in this EIS were defined for this study to span the
anticipated range of reuse activities that are reasonably likely to occur due

i to disposal of the base. They were developed based on proposals put forth
by affected local communities, interested individuals, and the Air Force, and3 considered general land use planning objectives.

The various analysis methods used to develop this EIS are summarized here
by resource. In some instances, more detail is included in another appendix.
These instances are noted for each resource in its respective subsection
below.

3 2.0 LOCAL COMMUNITY

1 2.1 COMMUNITY SETTING

The section on community setting was developed to provide the context
within which other biophysical impacts could be assessed. CommunityIl setting impacts were based on projected direct and secondary employment
and resulting population changes related to reuse of Norton AFB. These
projections were used to quantify and evaluate changes in demand onI- community services, demand on transportation systems, air quality, and
"noise. A complete assessment of socioeconomic effects was conducted
through a separate Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study (SIAS) for the
Disposal and Reuse of Norton AFB, which is the source for baseline and
projected statistics used in this EIS.

The primary metropolitan statistical area (MSA) of San Bernardino and
Riverside counties was used to evaluate cumulative effects of population
and employment changes on regional goals and trends. An Area of
Concentrated Study (ACS) comprising the cities of San Bernardino,
Highland, Redlands, Loma Unda, and Colton was used to evaluate changes
In jobs, population, and housing demands in the communities closest to
Norton AFB most affected by activity at the base.

5 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS E-1
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The SIAS used information from sources including the U.S. Bureau of
Economic Analysis, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Council of

Economic Advisors, California Employment Development Department,
Southern California Association of Governments, and the cities of San 3
Bernardino, Highland, Redlands, Loma Linda, and Colton. The analysis used
the Regional Interindustry Multiplier System (RIMS Il) model to generate
demographic and economic projections associated with the Proposed Action 3
and alternatives.

2.2 LAND USE AND AESTHETICS 3
Potential land use impacts were projected based on compatibility of land
uses associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives with adjacent
land uses and zoning; consistency with general plans and other land use
plans, regulations, regional plans and policies; and effects of aircraft noise
and safety restrictions on land uses. 5
The region of influence (ROI) for the majority of direct land use impacts for
this study consisted of Norton AFB, the cities of San Bernardino, Highland,
and Redlands surrounding the base, and unincorporated parcels of San
Bernardino County interspersed among those cities. Noise-related land use
impacts were determined by the extent of noise contours created by reuse

alternatives and potentially included the cities of Colton, Loma Linda, Rialto,
and Fontana.

Maps and windshield surveys were used to characterize on- and off-base 3
land uses. Applicable policies, regulations, and land use restrictions were
identified from the land use plans and ordinances of municipalities in the
ROI, as well as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). I
The proposed and alternative reuse plans were compared to existing land
use and zoning to identify areas of conflict, and compared to local planning
goals and objectives as set forth in community general plans. The other
land use concepts were also examined for compatibility with adjacent land
uses and with the Proposed Action and alternatives using the same process.

Alternatives incorporating airfield uses were examined for consistency with
FAA regulations and recommended land uses in the vicinity of airfields.
Impacts of airfield-generated noise were assessed by comparing the extent I
of noise-affected areas and receptors under different reuse alternatives
against preclosure baseline conditions.

For the aesthetics analysis, the affected environment was described based
upon the visual sensitivity of areas within and visible from the base. These
areas were categorized as high, medium, and low sensitivity. The Proposed 5
Action and alternatives were then evaluated to identify land uses to be
developed, visual modifications that would occur, and new areas of visual
sensitivity and to determine whether modification of unique or otherwise 3

E-2 Norton AFB Disposal end Reuse FEIS 5



irreplaceable visual resources would occur and detract from the visual
qualities or setting. Conaistency with applicable plans that protect visual
resources was also examined.

2.3 TRANSPORTATION

Potential impacts to transportation due to the Proposed Action and

alternative reuse plans for Norton AFB focus on key roads, local airport use,
and passenger rail service (AMTRAK) in the area, including those segments

of the trnsportation networks in the region that serve as direct or
mandatory indirect linkages to the base, and those that are commonly used

by Norton AFB personnel. The need for improvements to on-base roads,

off-base access, and regional atertals was considered. The analysis was
derived using information from state and local government agencies,
including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans); city,

county, and regional road and planning departments (including SCAG and

San Bernardino Associated Governments [SANBAGI); local airport
authorities; and AMTRAK. Other data sources used for the roadway
analysis include the Institute of Transportation Engineers and the
Transportation Research Board. The ROI for the transportation analysis
includes the San Bernardino Valley area with emphasis on the area

surrounding Norton AFB.

The number of vehicle trips expected as a result of specific land uses on the
site was estimated for three phases of reuse (1995-2000, 2000-2005, and

2005-2015) on the basis of direct on-site jobs and other attributes of on-sits
land uses (such as the number of dwelling units, projected airport passenger
volume, commercial and industrial development, and other factors). Trip

Generation Data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers was used to
determine vehicle trips. Vehicle trips were then allocated to the local road
network using prior patterns and expected destinations and sources of trips.

When appropriate, the local road network was adjusted to account for
changes over time from presently planned road capacity improvements and
improvements required by the proposed reuse scenarios. Changes in work

and associated travel patterns were derived by assigning or removing traffic
to or from the most direct commuting routes. Freeway-bound traffic was
determined as a percentage of total trips, then distributed to key regional

roads based on trip length distribution. Changes in traffic volumes arising
from reuse alternatives at Norton AFB were estimated and resulting volume
changes on key local, regional, and on-base roadway segments were then
determined.

The transportation network in the ROI was examined to identify potential

impacts to Levels of Service (LOS) arising from future baseline conditions
(caretaker status of Norton AFB) and effects of reuse alternatives. Planning
computations from the Highway Capacity Manual were used to determine

the number of lanes required to provide for a given LOS. The planning

Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS E-3



I
application provided estimates of traffic and anticipated LOS where the
amount of detail and accuracy of information was limited. The planning
procedures used in this analysis were based on forecasts of average annual
daily traffic and on assumed traffic, roadway, and control conditions. 3
Changes in work and associated travel patterns were derived by assigning or
removing workers (by place of residence) to or from the most direct
commuting routes. Freeway-bound traffic was determined as a percentage
of total trips, then distributed to key regional roads based on trip length
distribution. The results provided a basic assessment of whether or not
capacity was likely to be exceeded for a given volume. Intersection
analyses were then integrated into the planning capacity analysis for each
roadway section analyzed and the results provided an estimate of the

changes in LOS ratings expected by traffic volume changes on key local,
regional, and on-base roadway segments.

The local roads expected to carry most project-generated traffic are Third,

Fifth, and Mill streets in the east-west direction, and Tippecanoe Avenue,
Del Rosa Drive, Victoria Avenue, and Palm Avenue/Alabama Street in the
north-south direction. Other roadways in the vicinity, such as Sterling,

Rialto, Central, and San Bernardino avenues were identified as I
complementary roadways primarily serving to collect and distribute traffic to
and from the base area. On-base roads would be upgraded and
reconstructed to varying degrees under all reuse plans to accommodate
project-generated traffic.

The regional roads likely to be most affected by activities at the site would 3'
be 1-10 at the Tippecanoe Avenue interchange, 1-215 at the Mill Street
interchange, and SR-30 at the Del Rosa Drive and Fifth Street interchanges.

Freeway-bound trips were assumed to be a percentage of total project- U
related daily trips. These trips were distributed and assigned to key regional
roads based on the trip length distribution for 1987, the most recent year

for which data were available.

For the Proposed Action, the trip distribution among access points from and

to the site is projected to be split as follows: 30 percent of trips using Gate I
1, 50 percent using Gate 4, and 20 percent using Victoria Avenue, which
would likely become the main ground access to the proposed air passenger
terminal area. Based on present patterns, 70 percent of the trips at Gate 1 I
was allocated to Tippecanoe Avenue and 30 percent to Mill Street; at Gate
4, 40 percent was allocated to Del Rosa Drive, 20 percent to Third Street
(west of Del Ross), and 40 percent to Third Street (east of Del Rosa); at 3
Victoria Avenue, 40 percent of the traffic was assumed to proceed north,
40 percent to proceed east (State Route 30 and beyond), and 20 percent to
proceed west. Freeway-bound traffic was assumed to account for about
36 percent of the total trips generated.

E
E-4 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3

I



5 For the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, the analysis assumes the
following trip distribution from and to the base area: 10 percent of total
trips would be internal (mainly, trips made by residents working and
shopping on site), 30 percent of trips would use Gate 1, 40 percent would
use Gate 4, and 20 percent would use the Victoria Avenue access. The
assignment of trips to key roads was projected as follows: at Gate 1,I 70 percent of trips are allocated to Tippecanoe Avenue and 30 percent to
Mill Street; at Gate 4, 40 percent are allocated to Del Rosa Drive,
20 percent west, and 40 percent east; at the Victoria access, 40 percent
traffic is assumed to proceed north, 40 percent east, and 20 percent west.
Freeway-bound trips are assumed to account for 40 percent of the total
trips generated.

For the Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative the trip distribution from
and to the site is assumed as follows: 10 percent internal trips, 32 percent
of trips generated using Gate 1, 58 percent using Gate 4. Truck trips
generated by the aggregate mining area would use Victoria Avenue onto
Fifth Street, 80 percent of loaded trucks would proceed south to I-10, and
20 percent would proceed north to the city of San Bernardino. Based on

- the present pattern, 70 percent of trips at Gate 1 are allocated to
Tippecanoe Avenue and 30 percent to Mill Street; at Gate 4, 50 percent are
allocated to Del Rosa Drive, 20 percent to Third Street (west of Del Rosa),
and 30 percent to the east. Freeway-bound trips were assumed to account
for 38 percent of the total trips generated.

Accounting for a large residential element and mixed use development, the
trip distribution pattern to and from the site was assumed as follows for the
Non-Aviation Alternative: 15 percent of total daily trips would be internal

trips (generated mainly by residents working and shopping on-site),
25 percent of trips would use Gate 1, 40 percent would use Gate 4, and
20 percent would use the access at Victoria Avenue. About 34 percent of
total trips generated were assumed to use the freeway system.

Airspace use in the vicinity of an airport is driven primarily by such factors
as runway alignment, surrounding obstacles and terrain, air traffic control
and navigational aid capabilities, proximity of other airports/airspace uses in

the area, and noise considerations. These same factors normally apply
regardless of whether the airport is used for military or civil aircraft
operations. For this reason, a preclosure reference was used in
characterizing these factors related to airspace use at Norton AFB.

Historic data on military aircraft operations used to characterize airspace use
at and around Norton AFB were obtained from the base and Ontario Air
Traffic Control Managers. Caltrans and airport owners/operators were
contacted to obtain information on civil airport use. Aviation forecasts were
derived from the reuse plans and Caltrans studies, and, where necessary,
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assumptions were made based on other similar airport operational 5
environments.

The ROI for the airspace analysis is an area extending from the surface up 5
to 13,000 feet mean sea level (MSL) and covering the area between Norton

AFB and Ontario International Airport. This airspace area is within the
control jurisdiction of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Terminal I
Radar Approach Control (TRACON) at Ontario airport. Effects on airspace

controlled by Los Angeles Center, including airspace above 13,000 MSL,
were addressed in a general sense. 5
The types and levels of aircraft operations projected for the Proposed Action

and alternatives were evaluated and compared to the way airspace was
configured and used under the preclosure reference. The capacity of the I
airport to accommodate the projected aircraft fleet and operations was
assessed by calculating the airport service volume, using the criteria in the
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5060-5. Potential effects on airspace use were
assessed, based on the extent to which projected operations could
(1) require modifications to the airspace structure or air traffic control

systems and/or facilities; (2) restrict, limit, or otherwise delay other air
traffic in the region; or (3) encroach on other airspace areas and uses. It
was recognized throughout the analysis process that a more in-depth study

would be conducted by the FAA, once a reuse plan is selected, to identify
any impacts of the reuse activities and what actions would be required to
support the projected aircraft operations. Therefore, this analysis was used
only to consider the level of operations that could likely be accommodated
under the existing airspace structure, and to identify potential impacts if
operational capacities were exceeded. I
Data addressing private, passenger, and cargo air service in the region were

acquired directly from representatives of airports serving the area and air
transportation studies of the area. The effect of base closure on local I
airports was derived by subtracting current base-related enplanements from
current total enplanements. For each reuse alternative, impacts on air
transportation were determined by multiplying the ratio of enplanements to I
population by the projected future populations of the local airport service
areas.

Information regarding existing rail transportation was obtained from
AMTRAK. Projected effects of reuse alternatives on railroad transportation

were based on projected populations, using current passenger to population I
ratios. Population figures were used since none of the alternatives assumes

direct use of local railroads.

E
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5 2.4 UTILITIES

Utility usage was determined based on land uses and projected area
population increases. The utility systems addressed in this analysis include
the facilities and infrastructure used for potable water (pumping, treatment,
storage, and distribution), wastewater (collection and treatment), solid3waste (collection and disposal), and energy generation and distribution
(electricity and natural gas). Historic consumption data, service curtailment
data, peak demand characteristics, storage and distribution capacities, and
related information for base utilities (including projections of future utility
demand for each utility provider's particular service area) were extracted
from various engineering reports and the Norton AFB Comprehensive Plan.
Information was also obtained from public and private utility purveyors and
related county and city agencies.

The ROI for this analysis comprised the service areas of the local purveyors
of potable water, wastewater treatment, and energy that serve Norton AFB
and the surrounding area. It was assumed that these local purveyors would3 provide services within the area of the existing base after disposal/reuse.

Potential impacts were evaluated based on long-term projections of demand
and population obtained from the various utility purveyors within the region
(through 2015) for each of their respective service areas. In each case,
purveyors provided the most recent comprehensive projections that were
either made prior to the base closure announcement or that did not take into
account a change in demand from the base. These projections were then
adjusted to reflect the decrease in demand associated with closure of
Norton AFB and its subsequent operation under caretaker status. These
adjusted forecasts were then considered the future baseline for comparison
with potential reuse alternatives.

The potential effects of reuse alternatives were evaluated by estimating and
comparing the additional direct and indirect demand associated with each
alternative to the existing and projected operating capabilities of each utility
system. Estimates of direct utility demands on site were used to identify
the effects of the reuse activities on site-related utility systems. All changes
to the utility purveyors' long-term forecasts were based on estimated
project-related population changes in the region and the future rates of per
capita demand explicitly indicated by each purveyor's projections or derived
from those projections. It was assumed that the regional per capita demand
rates were representative of the reuse activities, based on assumed
similarities between proposed land uses and existing or projected uses in the
region. Projections in the utilities analysis include direct demand associated3with activities planned on base property, as well as resulting changes in
domestic demand associated with population changes in the region.
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3.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT I

Two categories of hazardous materials/waste management issues were
addresaed for this analysis: (1) impacts of hazardous materials utilized and U
hazardous wastes generated by each reuse proposal and (2) residual impacts
associated with past Air Force practices including delays due to Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) site remediation. IRP sites were identified as part i
of the affected environment (Chapter 3), while remediation impacts
associated with these sites were addressed as environmental consequences
(Chapter 4). Impacts of wastes generated by each reuse proposal were also
addressed in Chapter 4. Primary sources of data were existing published
reports such as IRP documents, management plans for various toxic or
hazardous substances (e.g., spill response, hazardous waste, asbestos), the
Norton closure EIS, and survey results (e.g., radon). Pertinent federal, state,
and local regulations and standards were reviewed for applicability to the
Proposed Action and alternatives. Hazardous materials/waste management
plans and inventories were obtained from Norton AFB. Interviews with n
personnel associated with these on-base agencies provided the information
necessary to fill any data gaps. City and county agencies were also
contacted regarding regulations which would apply to both current and post- U
closure activities for Norton AFB.

The ROI includes the current base property and all geographical areas that 1
have been affected by an on-base release of a hazardous material or
hazardous waste. The IRP sites are located within the base boundary, but
contamination associated with trichloroethylene (TCE) groundwater I
contamination in the control base area which extends beyond the base
boundary. 3
Preclosure baseline conditions as defined for this study include current
hazardous materials/waste management practices and inventories pertaining
to the following areas: hazardous materials, hazardous waste, IRP sites,
aboveground and underground storage tanks, asbestos, pesticides and
herbicides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), radon, and biomedical waste.
The impact analysis considered (1) the amount and type of hazardous I
materials/waste currently associated with specific facilities and/or areas

proposed under each reuse alternative; (2) the regulatory requirements or
restrictions associated with property transfer and reuse; (3) delays to I
development due to IRP remediation activities; and (4) remediation
schedules of specific hazardous materials/waste (i.e., PCBs, biomedical
waste) currently used by the Air Force.I

E
U
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3 4.0 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

4.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Assessment of potential impacts to geology from the reuse alternatives
included evaluation of resource potential (especially aggregates), geologic
hazards (particularly the potential for seismicity, liquefaction, and
subsidence), and flooding potential. Evaluation of soils impacts addressed
erosion potential, construction-related dust generation and other soils
problems (low soil strength, expansive soils, etc.), and disturbance of unique
soil types. Information was obtained from several federal, state, and local
agencies.

U The ROI for the geologic analysis included the region surrounding Norton
AFB relative to seismic activity, aggregate resources, and flooding potential.
The ROI for the soils analysis was limited to the base and specific areas
designated for construction or renovation.

The geologic analysis was based on a review of existing literature for
construction problems associated with geologic hazards, availability of
construction aggregate, and whether reuse would impact the availability of3 known mineral resources.

The soils analysis was based on a review of Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
documents for soil properties. The soils in the ROI were then evaluated for
erosion potential, permeability, evidence of hardpans, expansive soil
characteristics, etc., as these relate to construction problems and erosion
potential during construction. Mitigations were evaluated based on county
ordinances and SCS recommendations. Common engineering practices were
reviewed to determine poor soil characteristics and recommended mitigation

* measures.

4.2 WATER RESOURCES

3Analysis of Impacts of the reuse alternatives on water resources considered
groundwater quality and quantity, surface water quality (effects from
erosion or sedimentation and contamination), surface water drainage
diversion, and non-point source surface runoff to the Santa Ana River.
Impacts to water quality resources resulting from IRP activities were
addressed under Hazardous Material/Waste Management. Information was
obtained from several federal, state, and local agencies. The ROI for water
resources included the groundwater basin underlying the base, the surface
drainage directly affected by runoff from the base, and the 100-year3 floodplain of the Santa Ana River in the vicinity of the base.

Existing surface water conditions were evaluated for flood potential, non-3 point source discharge, or transportation of contaminants and surface water
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quality. Groundwater resources were evaluated as they pertained to 3
adequate water supplies for each of the reuse alternatives. Groundwater
quality and the potential as a potable water source for each reuse alternative
was documented. The existing storm water drainage system was evaluated I
based on available literature, and the impacts to this system from each ofthe reuse alternatives were determined.

4.3 AIR QUALTY

The air quality resource is defined as the condition of the atmosphere,
expressed in terms of the concentrations of air pollutants occurring in an l
area as the result of emissions from natural and/or man-made sources.
Disposal/reuse alternatives have the potential to affect vir quality depending
on net changes in the release of both gaseous and particulate matter
emissions. The impact significance of these emission changes was
determined by comparing the resulting atmospheric concentrations to state
and federal ambient air quality standards. This analysis drew from
climatological data, air quality monitoring data, baseline emission inventory
information, construction scheduling information, project-related source
information, and transportation data. Principal sources of these data were
the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the San Bernardino County Air
Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD), the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), the Norton AFB environmental coordinator,
and the base civil engineer.

The ROI was determined by emissions from sources associated with I
construction and operation of the disposal/reuse alternatives. For inert
pollutant emissions (all pollutants other than ozone and its precursors), the
measurable ROI is limited to a few miles downwind from the source, (i.e., I
the immediate area of Norton AFB). The ROI for ozone impacts from project
emissions included much of the South Coast Air Basin. 1
Emissions predicted to result from the proposed disposal/reuse alternatives
were compared to existing baseline emissions to determine the potential for
adverse air quality impact. Impacts were also assessed by modeling, where I
appropriate, and compared to air quality standards and attainment levels for
complying with these standards. Background concentrations were added to
the project impacts for comparison with the standards and attainment I
levels. Impacts were considered significant if project emissions would
(1) increase an off-site ambient pollutant concentration from below to above
a federal, state, or local standard; (2) contribute a measurable amount to an 3
existing or projected air quality standard exceedance; (3) be inconsistent
with measures contained in the air quality attainment plans of the SBCAPCD
or SCAQMD; or (4) expose sensitive receptors (such as schools or hospitals)
to substantial pollutant concentrations. All other air quality impacts wereconsidered insignificant.
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5 4.4 NOISE

The noise analysis addressed potential noise impacts from reuse-generated
aircraft operations, surface traffic, and other identified noise sources on
communities surrounding Norton AFB. Most of the data were obtained from
the aircraft operations and traffic data prepared for the reuse alternatives.
Day-night levels (DNL) were used to determine noise impacts. A single-
event noise analysis using sound exposure levels (SEL) was also performed.
Scientific literature on noise effects was also referenced.

I The ROI for noise was defined as the ares within DNL 65 decibels WdB)
contours based on land use compatibility guidelines developed from Federal
Aviation Regulation (FAR) 150. The ROI for surface traffic noise impacts
incorporated key road segments identified in the Transportation Analysis.

Noise levels from aircraft operations were estimated using the FAA-
approved Noise Exposure Model (NOISEMAP), version 6.0. Noise contours
for DNL 65 dB and above were depicted. Noise levels due to surface traffic
were estimated using the Federal Highway Administration's Highway Noise
Model (1978). Potential noise impacts were identified by overlaying the
noise contours with land use and population information to determine the3 number of residents who would be exposed to DNL above 65 dB.

SELs related to reuse alternatives were provided for representative noise
sensitive receptors exposed to aircraft noise from the Norton airfield. TheI SELs presented were outdoor levels and took into account the location of
the receptors relative to the various flight tracks and aircraft profiles used.
Noise reduction effects for common construction were included in the sleep
interference analysis; however, evaluation of sensitive receptors relative to
noise reduction levels of specific structures was not performed.

3 Methods used to analyze noise impacts under each reuse scenario are
presented in detail in Appendix H of this EIS.

3 4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Biological resources addressed in relation to disposal and reuse of Norton
AFB included vegetation, wildlife, threatened and endangered species, and
sensitive habitats (e.g., wetlands). Primary data sources for the analysis
included published literature and reports, the California Natural Diversity
Database, field reconnaissance of the base, and contacts with agencies
such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of
Fish and Game. The ROI for the biological resources assessment comprised3Norton AFB itself, other areas directly affected by reuse alternatives, and an
area extending approximately 5 miles around the base property.
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Vegetation and sensitive biological resources (e.g.. wetlands and protected 3
species) on the base were mapped using aerial photographs and field
observations obtained during a reconnaissance survey of the base on
July 11, 1991 to ground truth the photos. Wetlands on the base were U
delineated using the methods set forth in the •Federal Manual for Identifying
and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands" (Federal Interagency Committee for
Wetland Delineation, 1989). The resulting maps were entered into the U
computerized geographical information system (GIS).

The impact analysis was performed by overlaying project land use maps for
each alternative onto the biological resource maps using the GIS to calculate U
the overlap by land use. The computer output (figures and tabular data)
was then combined with percent development factors within the 20-year
study period and type of development proposed (e.g., new construction or
reuse of existing facilities) for each land use to estimate the amount of
habitat that could be affected. To do this, it was assumed that disturbance

could occur anywhere within the land use polygon and that disturbance of U
each habitat type present would be in direct proportion to the development
factor. These impacts were further divided into three development phases
by visually comparing maps showing the proposed schedule of development U
with the resource maps. All other impacts were qualitatively assessed
based on literature data and scientific expertise on the responses of plants
and animals to project-related disturbances such as noise, landscaping, and
vegetation maintenance.

4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES U
Cultural resources generally include three main categories: prehistoric and
historic archaeological resources, historic structures, and Native American
resources. For the purposes of this EIS, cultural resources were defined to
also include paleontological resources (the fossil evidence of past plant and
animal life). Data used to compile information on these resources were U
obtained from existing environmental documents; material on file at Norton
AFB; recent cultural resource reports pertaining to the base; interviews with

individuals familiar with the history, archaeology, or paleontology of the San
Bernardino area; and records of the San Bernardino County Information
Center of the California Archaeological Inventory. The ROI for cultural
resources includes all areas within the boundaries of Norton AFB. No off- U
base areas were included except where ground disturbing activities (such as

road widening) have been incorporated into potential reuse plans.

The EIS contains the most up-to-date information on the importance of

cultural resources on Norton AFB, based on recent and ongoing evaluation
of eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Cultural 3
resources for which eligibility information was unavailable were assumed to
be eligible for the NRHP.
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5 According to NRHP criteria (36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFRI 60.4),

districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that have the following
attributes could be eligible for listing on the NRHP:

I Are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of history

1 Are associated with the lives of persons significant in the past

* Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or

method of construction; represent the work of a master;,
possess high artistic value; or represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual3 distinction

* Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in3 prehistory or history.

To be listed in or considered eligible for listing in the NRHP, a cultural
resource must meet at least one of the above criteria and must also possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. Integrity is defined as the authenticity of a property's historic
identity, as evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed
during the property's historic or prehistoric occupation or use. If a resource
retains the physical characteristics it possessed in the past, it has the
capacity to convey information about a culture or people, historical patterns,
or architectural or engineering design and technology.

The primary law governing treatment of cultural resources is the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). In compliance with the NHPA, the Air
Force has initiated consultation with the California State Historic

S~Preservation Officer (SHPO) required under Section 106 of the act.

There are no legally established criteria for assessing the importance of a
Native American resource. These criteria are established through
consultation with Native Americans according to the requirements of the
American Indian Religious Freedom Act.

The Antiquities Act of 1906 provides for the protection of paleontological
resources on federal land, but there are no specific Air Force guidelines for
determining the importance of paleontological resources. Useful criteria
developed by another federal agency (Bureau of Land Management)

(Reynolds, 1990) are that a paleontological resource is of scientific or
educational value if it:

1 * Provides important information on the evolutionary trends among
organisms, relating living inhabitants of the earth to extinct3 organisms
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* Provides irn~,oý-tnt Information regarding development of3

biological cwr nitlees or the interaction between botanical and
zoological biou

* Demonstrates unusual or spectacular circumstances in the U
history of fe

0 Is in short supply and in danger of being deplete or destroyed I
by the elements, vandalism, or commercial exploitation, and is
not found in other geographic locations.

Potential Impacts to cultural resources were assessed by 11) identifying
types and possible location of reuse activities that could directly or indirectly
affect cultural resources; (2) Identifying the nature and potential importance
of cultural resources located in areas of probable impact; and
(3) determining the level of Impact from reuse activities on important
cultural resources (also known as historic properties). 3
Adverse effects that may occur as a result of beo reuse are those that have
a negative impact on characteristics that make a resource eligible for listing
on the NRHP. Actions that can diminish the integrity, research potential, or U
other important characteristics of a historic property include the following
(36 CFR 800.9): 3

" Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the
property 3

" Isolating the property from its setting or altering the character of
the property's setting when that character contributes to the
property's qualification for the NRHP

" Introduction of visual or auditory elements that are out of
character with the property or that alter its setting 3

" Transfer or sale of a federally owned property without adequate
conditions or restrictions regarding its preservation,
maintenance, or use

" Neglect of a property, resulting in its deterioration or
destruction. 3

Regulations for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA indicate that the
transfer, conveyance, lease, or sale of a historic property are procedurally
considered to be adverse effects, thereby ensuring full regulatory
consideration in federal project planning and execution. However, effects of
a project that would otherwise be found to be adverse may not be
considered adverse If one of the following conditions exists:

* When the historic property is of value only for its potential
contribution to archaeological, historical, or architectural
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3 research, and when such value can be substantially preserved
through the conduct of appropriate research, and such research
is conducted in accordance with applicable professional
standards and guidelines

"When the undertaking is limited to the rehabilitation of buildings
and structures and is conducted in a manner that preserves theI historical and architectural value of the affected historic property
through conformance with the Secretary's Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitation of Historic
Buildings

"" When the undertaking is limited to the transfer, conveyance,
lease, or sale of a historic property, and adequate restrictions or
conditions are included to ensure preservation of the property's
significant historic features.

SNoise impacts can affect cultural resources by altering characteristics of the
environment that contribute to the resource's eligibility for the NRHP or by
causing structural damage. Historic properties in the vicinity of Norton AFB
have been subjected to aircraft noise from Air Force operations since the
late-I 930s; therefore, noise impacts were assumed to be an issue only if
noise levels would increase as a result of reuse. The potential effects ofI vibration on the structural integrity of historic structures were addressed
generally and qualitatively based on information provided through the noise
analysis.

II
i
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I APPENDIX F

AIR FORCE POUCY
MANAGEMENT OF ASBESTOS AT CLOSING BASES

INTRODUCTION

Asbestos in building facilities is managed because of potential adverse human health effects.
Asbestos must be removed or controlled if it is in a location and condition that const:tutes a health
hazard or a potential health hazard or it is otherwise required by law (e.g., schools). The hazard
determination must be made by a health professional (in the case of the Air Force, a
Bioenvironmental Engineer) trained to make such determinations. While removal is a remedy, in
many cases management alternatives (such as encapsulation within the building) are acceptable
and cost effective methods of dealing with asbestos. The keys to dealing with asbestos are
knowing its location and condition and having a management plan to prevent asbestos containing
materials that continue to serve their intended purpose from becoming a health hazard. There is no
alternative to such management, because society does not have the resources to remove and
dispose of all asbestos in all buildings in the United States. Most asbestos is not now nor will it
become a health hazard if it is properly managed.

There are no laws applicable to the five closure bases that specifically mandate the removal or
management of asbestos in buildings other than the law addressing asbestos in schools (P.L.
99-519). Statutory or regulatory requirements that result in removal or management of asbestos
are based on human exposure or the potential for human exposure (i.e. National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) - no visible emissions, OSHA - number of
airborne fibers per cc). There are no statutory or other mandatory standards, criteria, or procedures
for deciding what to do with asbestos. Thus, health professional judgement based on exposure
levels or potential exposure levels must be the primary determinant of what should be done with
asbestos. Apart from this professional and scientific approach, closing bases present the additional
problem of obtaining an economic return to the Government for its property. Asbestos in closing
base properties must also be analyzed to determine the most prudent course in terms of removal or
remediation cost and the price that can be obtained as a result.

The following specific policies will apply to bases closed or realigned (so that there are excess
facilities to be sold) under the Base Closure and Realignment Act, P.L. 100-526 and P.L. 101 -510.

1. Asbestos will be removed if:

(a) The protection of human health as determined by the Bioenvironmental
Engineer requires removal (e.g., exposed friable asbestos within a building)
in accordance with applicable health laws, regulations and standards

(b) A building is unsalable without removal, or removal prior to sale is
cost-effective; that is, the removal cost is low enough compared to value
that would be received for a "clean" building that removal is a good
investment for the Government. Prior to the decision to remove asbestos
solely for economic reasons, an economic analysis will be conducted to
determine if demolition, removal of some types of asbestos but not others,
or asbestos removal and sale would be in the best interests of the
Government.
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1c) A building is, or is intended to be, used as a school or child care facility.

2. When asbestos is present but none of the above applies, the asbestos will be
managed using commonly accepted standards, criteria and procedures to assure
sufficient protection of human health and the environment, in accordance with I
applicable and developing health standards.

3. A thorough survey for asbestos (including review of facility records, visual 3
inspection, and where appropriate as determined by the Bioenvironmental Engineer
and the Base Civil Engineer, intrusive inspection) will be conducted by the Air Force
prior to sale.

4. Appraisal instructions, advertisements for sale, and deeds will contain accurate
descriptions of the types, quantities, locations, and condition of asbestos in any real
property to be sold or otherwise transferred outside the Federal Government. U
Appraisals will indicate what discount the market would apply if the building were
to be sold with the asbestos in place.

5. Encapsulated asbestos in a building structure, friable or not, is not regarded as
hazardous waste by the Air Force, nor does encapsulation within the structure of a
building constitute *storing" or "disposing of" hazardous waste. Asbestos
incorporated into a building as part of the structure has not been "storedo or
"disposed of."

6. Friable asbestos, or asbestos that will probably become friable, that has been stored I
or disposed of underground or elsewhere on the property to be sold will be properly
disposed of, unless the location is a landfill or other disposal facility property
permitted for friable asbestos disposal.

7. The final Air Force determination regarding the disposition of asbestos will be
dependent on the plan for disposal and any reuse of the building. Decisions will
take into account the proposed community reuse plan and the economic analysis of I
alternatives (see pars 4). The course of action to be followed with respect to
asbestos at each closing installation will be analyzed in the Disposal and Reuse
Environmental Impact Statement, and will be included in the record of decision I
(ROD). Any buildings or facilities where the proposed asbestos plan is controversial
will be addressed in the ROD, whether individually or as a class of closely related
facilities.

8. Since other considerations must be taken into accuunt at bases that are continuing
to operate, this policy does not apply to them, nor is it necessarily a precedent for
asbestos removal policy on them.

I
I

This Air Force Policy on the Management of Asbestos at Closing BaSes dated May 1, 1992 has been retyped for the
purposes of clarity end legibility. I
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I APPENDIX G

I FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
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* APPENDIX H

* NOISE

1.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

1.1 PRECLOSURE

Typical noise sources on and around airfields usually include aircraft, surface
traffic, and other human activities.

Military aircraft operations are the primary source of noise in the vicinity of
Norton Air Force Base (AFB). The air operations and noise contours for
preclosure are taken from the Air Installation Compatibility Use Zone study
(U.S. Air Force, 1988) for Norton AFB. The contours for preclosure
operations are shown in Figure 3.4-4 in the Affected Environment chapter of
this EIS. In airport analyses, areas with a Day-Night Average Sound Level
(DNL) above 65 A-weighted decibels are considered in land use compatibility
planning and impact assessment; therefore, the distances to areas with
DNIs greater than 65 dB were of particular interest.

I The baseline surface traffic noise levels in the vicinity of the base were
established in terms of DNL by modeling the arterial roadways near the base
using current traffic and speed characteristics. Annual average daily traffic
(AADT) data were developed in the traffic engineering study presented in
Section 3.2.3, Transportation, and were used to estimate preclosure noise
levels. The traffic data used in the analysis are presented in Table H-1. The
traffic mix was assumed to be the same as presented in the San Bernardino
County Noise Element. Thirteen percent of the traffic was assumed to be
nighttime traffic based on data from the state of California Office of Noise
Control (Swing, 1975) and previous experience in measuring traffic noise.
The noise levels generated by surface traffic were predicted using the model

published by the Federal Highway Administration (1978). The noise levels
are estimated as a function of distance from the centerline of the nearest
road.

1.2 CLOSURE BASEUNE

At closure, it is assumed that there would be no aircraft activity. The noise
levels projected for the closure baseline for surface traffic were calculated
using the traffic projections at base closure. The AAD'rs used for the
analysis are presented in Table H-1.

N
5 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FE/S H-1
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Table H-1. Srface Traffic Operaions for TotW Traffic Volumes

--77 (Project erd Non4Road Width Aemimed
Roadway AADT S__peed A_ _d (maIther of We

Alabama Street 17.600 44 4

PalIm Avenue 17.000 45 4

Tippecn Avenue 16.300 45 4

SStre 3.000 45 2

Del Rose Drive 5630 45 43

3rd Street (East) 7,380 45 4

3rd Street (Weeo) 7.890 45 4 1
Victoni Avenue 6.000 45 4

Sth Street (Watemian to Victoria) 8.100 45 2 U
Sth Street (Victoria to Palmn 5.630 46 4

Interstate 10 ffippecanoe to Waterman) 148.000 SS 8

CStreet weetof 6th 7.212 45 2 I
6th Stree between 3rd and E 15.455 45 4

6th Street between E and C 8.242 45 2 1
Alsbama Street 6.850 45 4

Pam Avenue 6.850 45 4

Tippecanoe Avenue 7.360 45 4

Mil Street 5.380 46 2

Del Rosa Drive 770 45 4

3rd Sut (Eam) 3.910 45 4

3rd Street (WNe) 3.910 45 4

Victoria Avenue 5.960 45 4 3
5th Street (Watermn to Victoria) 6.530 45 2

5th Street (Victoria to Pdm) 3.830 45 4 1
Interstate 10 frippeonw• to Wetermn) 164,915 55 a

C Street wet of 6th 7,431 45 2

0th Street between 3rd andl E 15.923 45 4

" Street between E and C 8.412 45 2

H-2 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 5
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1 1.3 PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action for the reuse of Norton AFB would result in a
comprehensive reuse plan centered around a civil aviation facility. Primary
components of the aviation action include air passenger operations, air
cargo operations, general aviation operations, training, and maintenance
operations. Non-aviation land uses include office/industrial park,
commercial, and recreational lands.

The fleet mix and annual aircraft operations for each of the modeled years
are contained in Table H-2. Air passenger operations for the years 2000
and 2005 are divided between Stage 2 (B-737-200) and Stage 31 (B-737-300) aircraft. In reality, the conversion is mandated to be completed
by the year 2000. Since Stage 2 aircraft are noisier, this approach results in
a conservative estimate of noise levels, and actual noise levels in 2000 and
2005 are likely to be less than projected. The DNL contours for the
proposed flight operations and the proposed flight tracks modeled are
presented in Section 4.4.4, Noise. The day-night split for all aircraft
operations is shown in Table H-3. Stage lengths for aircraft operations are
given in Table H-4.

Engine runup operations were assumed to occur at the north end of the
west apron. The number of runup operation is presented in Table H-5.
During typical runup operations, the engines would run for 20 minutes at
idle power and 5 minutes at departure power. It was assumed that no noise
suppression facilities would be available. The aircraft were assumed to have
a heading of 200 degrees.

I Additional aircraft operations associated with terminal activity (e.g., waiting
at the terminal for passenger boarding), would not significantly effect the3 noise environment and were not included in the analysis.

General aviation operations were divided into five types:

I * Single-engine (COMSEP) - A composite single-engine propeller
plane was modeled.

I Multi-engine - Beech Baron 58P was assumed to be a typical
multi-engine propeller plane.

3 Turboprop - Cessna Conquest II was assumed to be a typical
turboprop.

5 Turbojet - Cessna Citation I was assumed to be a typical
turbofan.

I
I Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FE/S H-3
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TABLE H-2& l
SCENARIO: Proposed Action
MODELED YEAR: 1995 a

CatewV
Number of Percent of Total for Percent

Type of Aircraft Operations Category Category of Total 3
Alf Psengo (Air Carrd 0 0

B-737-200 0 0

_-737-300 0 0

Ak P (Commuted 10,830 38 1
Beschcraft 1900 2,708 25

Sweasinnen Metro 2,708 25 3
Saab-Fairchild 340 2,708 25

Embraer Brasilia 2,708 25 3
Air Cargo 850 3

DHC-7 425 50 3
BAa 148 425 50

General Aviatio , 16,820 58

COMSEP (composite single engine 11,750 70
piston) _

Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 3,650 22

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 600 4

Ceesn Citation I (turbojet) 410 2

McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 410 2 _

Aircraft Maintenanc 200 1

B-747-200 200 100

TOTAL. 28,700 100

H-4 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS 5
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5! TABLE H-2b
SCENARIO: Proposed Action
MODELED YEAR:2000

caewgory
Numbr of Percent of Total for Percent

Type of Aircraft Operations Category Category of Total

Air Ps e ( i Carried ,__ 5,000 13

B-737-200 2,500 50

8-737-300 2,500 505 Ar~asener Comutr) ______ _______ 14,290 36

Beechcraft 1900 3,573 25

3 Swearingen Metro 3,573 25

Sab-Fairchild 340 3,573 25

3 Embraw Brasilia 3,573 25

A r arW g_ _ _ 2,400 6

3 DHC-7 1,200 50

BAe 146 1,200 50

General Aviation 178304

COMSEP (composite single engine 11,750 66
piston)

Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,050 23

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 810 5

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 410 2

McDonnell Douglas 5000 (helicopter) 810 5

Aircraft Maiftenanc 300

B-747-200 300 100

TOTAL 39,820 100

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Rouse FEIS H-5
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TABLE H-2c 3
SCENARIO: Proposed Action
MODELED YEAR:2005 i

category
Nunbe of Percent of Total for Percent

Type of Aircraft operatons Category Category of Total 5
A Passenger (Air Carrier) 11.840 25

B-737-200 5.920 50

B-737-300 5,920 50

Alir Passenger (Commuter) _ ________ 12,050 285

Beechcraft 1900 3,012 25

Swearingen Metro 3,012 25 3
Sab-Fairchild 340 3,013 25

Embreer Brasilia 3,013 25 1
Al i Cargo ....... _ _ _ _ 4,210 9

OHC-7 2,105 50_I

BAe 146 2,105 50

_ __ Aviation 18,8640 39

COMSEP (composite single engine 12,150 65
piston)

Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,460 24 £
Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 810 4

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 410 2

McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 810 4400

Aircraft MairitonancC 400 11

B-747-200 400 100
iii iii i ii 47,140 100 1

I
I

I
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TABLE H-2d
SCENARIO: Proposed Action
MODELED YEAR:2015

1 CategorySNumber of Percent of Total for Percent
Type of Aircraft Op n Category Category of Total

P15,560 27

B-737-200 0 0

B-737-300 15,560 100

Ak __ro____mur 14,700 25

Beechcraft 1900 3,675 25

Swearingen Metro 3,675 25

Saab-Fairchild 340 3,675 25

Embraw Brasilia 3,675 25

Air •Cow _______ ______ 7,260 12

DHC-7 3,630 50

BAe 146 3,630 50

Gene Aviation 20,260 35

COMSEP (composite single engine 12,150 60
piston)

Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,860 24

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 1,220 6

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 1,220 6

McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 810 4

3Aircraft Mairtmnance 6001
B-747-200 600 100

3TOTAL 58,380 100

NR5Norton AFB Disposel/and Reuse FE/S H-7



I

Table H-3. Day-Night Split of Aircraft Operations for Proposed Action and Alternatives 3
Aircraft Type Percent Daytime Percent Nighttime

Air Passenger 93 71

General Aviation 95 5

Maintenance 100 0 1
Cargo 50 50 I
Table H-4. Stage Lengths' Assumed for Aircraft Operations for Proposed Action end Alternatives

Group 1995 2000 2005 2015

Air Carrier 1 1 3 3

Commuter 1 1 1 1

General Aviation 1 1 1 1 II
Maintenance 1 1 1 1

Air Cargo 1 1 1 1

Stage length may affect operational parameters suot as takeoff or landing proflese, engine thrust settings. and
aircraft speed of some aircraft; the"e parameters may. in turn, affect aircraft noise exposure. Stage lengths
correspond to the ditanco flown in increments designated by the FAA. For oxample, stage length one corresponds
to flights between 1 and 500 niles, stage length two corrsponds to flights between 500 and 1.000 niles. eta. The
maximum stage length used in mnodeling is stage length seven, which corresponds to flighte over 4,500 ndwee.

i
Table H-5. Number of Daly Engine Runup Operations for the Proposed Action and Alternatives

Alternative 1995 2000 2005 2015 3
Proposed Action .13 .19 .25 .38

Airport with Mixed Use .30 .42 .46 .46
Alternative U
Maintenance Center .30 .42 .46 .46
Alternative

II
I
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1 * Helicopter - McDonnell Douglas 5000 was assumed to be a

typical helicopter.

The touch-and-go patterns and the initial departure and final approach flight
tracks used in the modeling are shown in Figure 4.4-6. The departure and
arrival flight tracks used are based on existing usage. The flight tracks are
primarily toward the east, due to surrounding terrain and prevailing winds.
The touch-and-go flight tracks were based on those in common usage at

similar sized airports. Conversations with Norton AF8 personnel indicate
that all arrivals were on flight tracks corresponding to the Precision
Approach and Nonprecision Approaches and departures were 93 percent on
D2, 2 percent on D1, and 5 percent on 03. Historically, less than 20
arrivals per yw use the nonprecislon instrument (NPI) approach on
Runway 22 (from the east). This would result in a negligible contribution to
the noise environment and was not included In the analysis. Touch-and-go
operations were assumed to consist of 33 percent of all single-engine piston
general aviation operations and were split on two tracks (one for Runway 06
and one for Runway 24). The operations were then dispersed according to
the runway usage above. Daily operations assigned to each flight track and
time period for the Proposed Action are provided in Table H-6 for each of
the study years. Assignments were made in a similar way for the other3 alternatives.

A standard 3-degree glide slope and the takeoff profiles provided by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved Integrated Noise Model

Database 3.9 were assumed for all aircraft.

Surface traffic data used in the modeling were developed from the project
traffic study presented in the Section 4.2.3, Transportation, and are shown
in Table H-7.

3 1.4 AIRPORT WITH MIXED USE ALTERNATIVE

Under the Airport with Mixed Use Alternative, as in the Proposed Action,
the base airfield would be converted to civilian use. Primary components of
the aviation action include air passenger, general aviation operations, and

maintenance operations.

The airport layout would remain unchanged.

3 The fleet mix and annual operations for each of the modeled years are
contained in Table H-8. As with the Proposed Action, operations are divided
between Stage 2 and Stage 3 aircraft in 2000 and 2005, resulting in a likely
overestimation of noise levels for those years. The DNL contours for the
proposed flight operations are presented in Section 4.4.4, Noise. The
proposed flight tracks modeled are the same as for the Proposed Action.

3 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS H-9
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Table H4e. Aaaignment of Operatione for the Proposed Action I
Modeled Yew: 1995

Page 1 of 2

Departure Flight Tracks

Departur 1 Departure 2 Departure 3

Aircraft Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night
5-737-300.. . g
B-737-20 0 - - -1

SaC-3 0.11 0.03 0.01 5.10 1.31 0.48 0.27 0.07 0.03
Saab 340 0.11 0.03 0.01 5.10 1.31 0.48 0.27 0.07 0.03 i

DHC-7 - - - - 0.27 0.27 0.01 0.01

BAe-146 - 0.27 0.27 0.01 0.01

COMSEP 0.17 0.03 0.01 7.98 1.50 0.50 0.43 0.08 0.03 1
BEC58P 0.08 0.02 - 3.72 0.70 0.23 0.20 0.04 0.01

CNA"I 0.01 - 0.61 0.11 0.04 0.03 i

CNA500 - 0.42 0.08 0.03 0.02

OH-6A 0.42 0.08 0.03 0.02 3
B-747-200 - - 0.20 0.05 - 0.01 - -

Total 0.48 0.10 0.03 23.56 5.68 2.33 1.27 0.29 0.12

Day - 7.00 a.m. to 700 p.m. i
Eve - 7.00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Night - 10:00 p.m. to 7.00 a.m.

H
I
I

I
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Table H-,4b. Asimwnent of Operations for the Proposed Action l
Modeled Yw: 2000

Page of 2 1
Departure Flight Tracks

Departure 1 Departure 2 Departure 3

Aircraft Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night

8-737-300 0.05 0.01 2.36 0.61 0.22 0.13 0.03 0.01

8-737-200 0.05 0.01 2.36 0.61 0.22 0.13 0.03 0.01

DHC-6 0.14 0.04 0.01 6.74 1.73 0.64 0.36 0.09 0.03

Saab 340 0.14 0.04 0.01 6.74 1.73 0.84 0.36 0.09 0.03 l

DHC-7 0.02 0.02 - 0.76 0.76 0.04 0.04

BAe-1 46 - 0.02 0.02 - 0.76 0.76 0.04 0.04I

COMSEP 0.17 0.03 0.01 7.98 1.50 0.50 0.43 0.08 0.03 3
BEC58P 0.09 0.02 4.13 0.77 0.26 0.22 0.04 0.01

CNA441 0.02 - 0.83 0.15 0.05 0.04 - - 5
CNA500 - 0.42 0.08 0.03 0.02 - -

OH-6A 0.02 - 0.83 0.15 0.05 0.04 - - 3
B-747-200 0.31 0.08 - 0.02 - -

Total 0.69 0.18 0.07 32.67 8.93 4.14 1.76 0.46 0.22

Day - 70-0 a.m. to 7.00 p.m. 3
Eve - 7.00 p.m. to 10.00 p.m.
Night - 10-00 p.m. to 7.00 am.

i
I
I
I
3
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Table H-6.c. Assignment of Opeatims for the Proposed Action I
Modded Yew: 2006

Page 1 of 2 3
Departure Right Tracks

Departure 1 Departure 2 Departure 3

Aircraft Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night

B-737-300 0.12 0.03 0.01 5.58 1.43 0.53 0.30 0.08 0.03

B-737-200 0.12 0.03 0.01 5.58 1.43 0.53 0.30 0.08 0.03

DHC-7 0.12 0.03 0.01 5.58 1.46 0.54 0.31 0.08 0.03

Sab 340 0.12 0.03 0.01 5.58 1.48 0.54 0.31 0.08 0.03

DHC-7 - 0.03 0.03 - 1.34 1.34 0.07 0.07

BAe-146 - 0.03 0.03 - 1.34 1.34 0.07 0.07 t

COMSEP 0.18 0.03 0.01 8.26 1.55 0.52 0.44 0.08 0.03 3
BEC58P 0.10 0.02 - 4.55 0.85 0.28 0.24 0.05 0.02

CNA441 0.02 - - 0.83 0.15 0.05 0.04 - -

CNA500 - - - 0.42 0.08 0.03 0.02 -

OH-6A 0.02 - - 0.83 0.15 0.05 0.04 - -

B-747-200 - - - 0.41 0.10 - 0.02 - -

Total 0.80 0.23 0.11 37.80 11.35 5.74 2.03 0.58 0.30

Day - 7-00 am. to 7.00 p.m.
Eve - 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Night - 10:00 p.m. to 7*00 am.

I
I
I
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Table H4d. Assuignment of Operatlons for Ow* Propoed Action I
Modeled Yew: 2015

Page 1 of 2

Departure Flight Tracks

Departure 1 Departure 2 Departure 3

Aircraft Day Eve Night Day Eve Night Day Eve Night

8-737-300 0.32 0.08 0.03 14.67 3.77 1.39 0.79 0.20 0.07

6-737-200 - - - --

DHC-6 0.15 0.04 0.01 6.93 1.78 0.86 0.37 0.10 0.04

Saab 340 0.15 0.04 0.01 6.93 1.78 0.66 0.37 0.10 0.04

DHC-7 - 0.05 0.05 - 2.31 2.31 0.12 0.12

BAe-146 - 0.05 0.05 2.31 2.31 - 0.12 0.12

COMSEP 0.18 0.03 0.01 8.26 1.55 0.52 0.44 0.08 0.03 1
BEC58P 0.11 0.02 - 4.95 0.93 0.31 0.27 0.05 0.02

CNA441 0.03 - - 1.24 0.23 0.08 0.07 0.01 -3

CNA500 0.03 - 1.24 0.23 0.08 0.07 0.01

OH-6A 0.02 - 0.83 0.15 0.05 0.04 -

B-747-200 0.01 0.61 0.15 - 0.03 - -

Total 0.98 0.31 0.17 45.66 15.20 8.36 2.45 0.80 0.44

Day - 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.
Eve - 7.00 p.m. to 10.00 p.m.
Night - 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 am.

I
I
I
I
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Table H-7. Surface Traffic Operations for Total Traffic Vokumes I
(Project wnd Non-Project)

Page 1 of 3 5
2000 2005 2015 mow Wid

Spew Speed Speed Asauned no.
Alternative AADT (mph) AADT (mnph) AADT Imph) of lane))

PNepeed Acion,

Atdma Street 9.243 30 12,107 30 15,402 30 4 5
Palm Avenue 11.13 30 16,307 30 21,244 30 4

Tippecano. Avenue 15,346 30 26.091 25 32.810 15 4

SStreet 9,136 30 14.071 15 17,767 30 2-

De Rose Drive 7.702 30 17.468 30 21.739 20 4

3rd Street (Eaet) 8.426 30 14.522 30 18.254 30 4

3rd Street (West) 8,626 30 15,148 30 19.031 20 4

Victoria Avenue 10,804 30 17.207 30 21.616 20 4

5th Street (Waterman to Victoria) 10.817 20 16.387 20 20,706 20 2

5th Street (Viotora to Palm) 8,333 30 14,417 30 18.117 30 4 3
Del Rosa-Tl4"ecanoe Corridor 8,000 30 20,000 25 25,000 25 5
(south half)

Del Ros-Tlppecanoe Corridor 7.040 30 17.600 25 22,000 25 5 5
(north half)

Airport with Mbed V"e_ ___ _

Alabama Street 9,334 30 11,471 30 14,518 25 4

Palm Avenue 11,416 30 15,217 30 19,034 25 4

Tippecanoe Avenue 15.824 30 22.751 30 28.161 25 4 1
Mil Street 9,340 25 12.640 15 15,778 30 20

Del Rose Drive 6,791 30 11.621 30 14.088 30 4 3
3rd Street (East) 8,699 30 17,608 30 21.621 30 4

3rd Street (West) 8,699 30 12,613 30 15.600 30 4 3
Victoria Avenue 11,077 30 17,796 30 22,054 20 4

Sth Street (Wtermn to Victoria) 11,044 20 14,797 15 18,496 30 20

5th Street (Victoria to Palm) 8.606 30 12,509 30 15.458 30 4

Del Rosa-Trppecanoe Corridor 9,030 30 17,430 25 21.000 25 5
(Iauth half) -

Del Rosa-Tigipecanoe Corridor 9,030 30 17,430 25 21.000 25 5
(north half) I I IIII

H-18 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS i
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£ Ta"e H-7. Surface Traffic Operations for Total Traffic Vokunms
(Project and Non-Project)

2000 e 2 of 3 2005 2015 Road Width

Spew Speed Speed Assumed (no.
Alternative AADT Onph) AADT (mph) AADT (mp) of lanes)

Aklrsit Maintennce Center _____... ...

5 Alabama Street 8,873 30 10,sal 30 13,264 25 4

Palm Avenue 9.801 30 12,189 30 14,962 25 4

Tippecano Avenue 15,339 30 21.430 30 25.021 25 4

Ma Street 9,000 30 11.844 20 14,185 15 2

Del Rosa Drive 7.076 30 11.725 30 12,806 30 4

3rd Street (East) 8.246 30 11,552 30 13,476 30 4

3rd Street (West) 8,246 30 16,910 30 19.233 30 4

Victoria Avenue 9,387 30 12.094 30 14,618 30 4

5th Street (Waterman to Victoria) 11,285 20 14.984 30 17,878 30 2

5th Street (Victoria to Palm) 8.771 30 12,519 30 14,493 30 4

Del Rose-Tippiscanoe Corridor 11,000 30 20.020 25 22.000 25 5
(south half) I I

Del Rosa-Tspecanos Corridor 10.000 30 18.200 25 20,000 25 5

(north half)

Alabam Street 11,071 30 13,494 30 17,548 20 4

Palm Avenue 12,113 30 15,000 30 19.561 4

Tippecanoe Avenue 17,914 30 23,201 30 30,458 20 4

MP Street 10.385 25 13.048 15 17,058 30 20

Del Rosa Drive 7.144 30 13,062 30 17,041 30 4

3rd Street (East) 9,744 30 12,655 30 16,636 30 4

3rd Street MWeet) 9,744 30 20,188 30 26,702 25 4

Victoria Avenue 14,206 30 18,3S4 25 24.106 20 4

5th Street (Waterman to Victoria) 12,784 15 16.087 30 21,037 15 200

5th Street (Victoria to Palm) 10,693 30 17,070 30 22,541 30 4

Del Rosa-TWipcano. Cor'dor 15,300 30 22.500 25 30.000 25 5
(south half) I I

Del Rosa-Taqpecano. Corridor 15,300 30 22.500 25 30.000 25 5I (north ha@l II__I_
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Table H-7. Surface Trffct Operations for Total Traffic Volumes 1
(Projec and NonuProject)

Page 3 of3 3

2000 2005 2015 Road Wdth

ISpew SIped Speed Aeumed I-n. 3
Alternative AADT (mph) AADT (mph) AADT M of )

No-Actim, •"

Alabama Street 7.94" 30 8,974 30 111,5011 30 4

Palm Avenue 7.948 30 8,324 30 11,508 30 4

Tlpemno. Avenue 8,538 30 9,642 30 10.366 30 4

MIN Street 6.218 30 7,022 30 98005 30 2

Del Ross Drive 893 30 1,009 30 1.294 30 4
3rd Street (East) 4,536 30 5.122 30 6____ 30 4
3rd Street (West) 4.536 30 5,122 30 6,569 30

Victoria Avenue 6.914 30 7.808 30 10.013 30 4

5th Street (Waterman to Victona) 7,575 30 8.554 30 10,970 25 2

5th Street (Victoria to Palm) 4,443 30 5,017 30 6,434 30 4

* Increaeed to 4 lanes by 2015
Increased to 4 Ioea by 2005 5

i
I

I
I

I
I
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TABLE H-8e
SCENARIO: Airport with Mixed Use Alternative3 MODELED YEAR: 1995

Category_________________ Number of Percent of Total for Percent
Type of Aircraft Operations Category Category of Total

Aj n w( ww 0 0

8-737-200 0 0

EB-737-300 0 0

Air Passenger (Commuter) 10,830 38

Beechcraft 1900 2,708 25

Swearingen Metro 2,708 25

Saab-Fairchild 340 2,708 25

Embraer Brasilia 2,708 25

Gene Aviation 16.980 60
SCOMSEP (composite single engine 11,750 69

piston)
3 Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 3,600 21

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 810 5

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 410 2

McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 410 2

SAcraft Maintenance 490 2

5-747-200 130 27

B-767-200 130 27

B-757-200 70 14

8-727-200 160 33

T:TOTAL 28,300 100
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TABLE H-8b
SCENARIO: Airport with Mixed Use Alternative
MODELED YEAR: 2000 5

Category
Number of Percent of Total for Percent of

Type of Aircraft Operations Category Category Total

B-737-200 3,000 50

B-737-300 3,000 50

Air Pasng u ti j 50 17,140 41

Beechcraft 1900 4,285 25

Swearingen Metro 4,285 25 S
Saab-Fairchild 340 4,285 25

Embraer Brasilia 4,285 25 1
General Av•aion _______ 17,830 43

"COMSEP (composite single engine 11,750 66 1
Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,050 23 5
Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 810 5

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 410 2 1
McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 810 4

Aircraft MaintenanC__ 620 2 3
B-747-200 200 32

8-767-200 160 26 3
8-757-200 100 16

B-727-200 160 26

6TOTAL k1,590 100

I
I
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TABLE H-Sc
SCENARIO: Airport with Mixed Use Alternative5 MODELED YEAR: 2005

category
Number of Percent of Total for Percent

Type of Aircraft Operations Category Category of Total

Air Pai " I ..__ ••en.ger ..Carrie) 11,340 27

8-_ _ _ _ _,,,, 1 0
8-737-200 5,670 50J8-737-300 [5,670 j 50 ____ ____

Air PasUane (Comfoutod____ 11,640 27

Beechcraft 1900 2,910 25

Swearingen Metro 2,910 25

Saab-Fairchild 340 2,910 25

Embraw Brasilia 2,910 25

Gen" Aviati. . _, _ ,______ 18,640 44

COMSEP (composite single engine 12,150 65
piston)

SBeech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,460 24

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 810 4

i Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 410 2

McDonnell Douglas 500D (helicopter) 810 4

Aircraft Maintenance _____ ___... .__ 730 2

8-747-200 220 30

3 B-767-200 220 30

B-757-200 110 15

B-727-200 180 25

TOTAL 42,350 1007

II
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TABLE H-Sd
SCENARIO: Airport with Mixed Uss Alternative
MODELED YEAR: 2015 1

Number of Percent of Total for
Type of Aircraft _Operations Category Category I

Alk Pasge (Air CarrIe) ____: 19,700 33

8-737-200 0 0
B-737-300 19,700 1100
Air Puse r (Commer ...._ 18,610 31

Beechcraft 1900 4,653 25

Swearingen Metro 4,653 25

Saab-FaWchild 340 4,653 25

Embraer Brasilia 4,653 25 3
Gener" : Aviation 20,260 34

COMSEP (composite single engine 12,150 60 3
Pison)

Beech Baron 58P (twin engine piston) 4,860 24

Cessna Conquest II (turboprop) 1,220 6 a

Cessna Citation I (turbojet) 1,220 6

McDonnell Douglas 5000 (helicopter) 810 4 i

Aircraft Ma•lnterwan _______ _730 2
B-747-200 220 30 3
B-767-200 220 30

B-757-200 110 15 3
B-727-200 180 25

TOTAL 59,3001 1001

I
I
I
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3 The day-night split for al aircraft operations are given in Table H-3. Stage

lengths for air operations are given in Table H-4.

5 Engine. runup operations were assumed to occur at the same location as in
the Proposed Action as described in Section 4.4.4. The number of runup
operations Is given in Table H-5. During typical runup operations, the
engines would run for 20 minutes at Idle power and 5 minutes at departure
power. It was assumed that no noise suppression facilities would be

available. The aircraft were assumed to have a heading of 200 degrees. As3in the Proposed Action, terminal activity would not significantly effect the
noise environment and therefore is not included in the analysis.

General aviation operations would be divided into the same five types as in
the Proposed Action. It was assumed that 33 percent of the single-engine

general aviation operations would be touch-and-go (or closed loop)

5 activities.

A standard 3-degree glide slope and the takeoff profiles provided by the3 FAA's Integrated Noise Model Database 3.9 were assumed for all aircraft.

Surface traffic data used in the modeling were developed from the project

traffic study and are shown in Table H-7.

1.5 AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE CENTER ALTERNATIVE

SThe Aircraft Maintenance Center Alternative for the reuse of Norton AFB
would be centered around aircraft maintenance facilities with no commercial
passenger service. As in the Proposed Action, the airfield would be

converted to civilian use. Primary components of the aviation action include
general aviation operations and maintenance operations. Aggregate mining5 activities would be included in this alternative.

The fleet mix and annual operations for each of the modeled years are

contained in Table H-8 without the two air passenger categories. The DNL

contours for the proposed flight operations and mining operations are
presented in Section 4.4.4 of the main text. The proposed flight tracks
modeled are the same as for the Proposed Action and are also presented in
Section 4.4.4. The day-night split for all aircraft operations is given in
Table H-3. Stage lengths for air operations are given in Table H-4.

SEngine runup operations were assumed to occur at the same location as in
the Proposed Action as described in Section 4.4.4. The number of runup
operations is given in Table H-5. During typical runup operations, the
engines would run for 20 minutes at idle power and 5 minutes at departure
power. It was assumed that no noise suppression facilities would be
available. The aircraft were assumed to have a heading of 200 degrees.

3 Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS H-25
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As with the Proposed Action, terminal activity was not included in the 3
analysis because the activity would not significantly effect the noise
environment. g
General aviation operations would be divided into the same five types as in
th Proposed Action.

it was assumed that 33 percent of the single-engine general aviation
operations would be touch-and-go (or closed loop) activities.

A standard 3-degree glide slope and the takeoff profiles provided by the
FAA's Integrated Noise Model Database 3.9 were assumed for all aircraft.

The number, type, and size of equipment to be used for mining operations 3
were assumed based on information in the Final Environmental Impact
Report, Pharms Preannexation Agreement lDodson and Associates, 1991).
The noise levels calculated based on equipment/processing facilities are
presented in Table H-9.

This equipment was assumed to operate from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. Noise levels I
for this equipment were taken from the Final Environmental Impact Report,
Pharris Preannexation Agreement (Dodson and Associates, 1991). 3
Surface traffic data used in the modeling were developed from the project

traffic study and are shown in Table H-7. 5
1.6 NON-AVIATION ALTERNATIVE

This alternative includes only non-aviation land uses. The airfield would be n
replaced with single-family residential use. Other land uses include office,

industrial, commercial, and recreational lands. Surface traffic data used in
the modeling were developed from the project traffic study and are 1
presented in Table H-7.

1.7 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE i
The No-Action Alternative would result in the Air Force retaining ownership

of the property after closure. The property would not be put to further use. !
A disposal management team would be provided to ensure base security
and maintain the grounds and physical assets, including the existing utilities

and structures. There would be no military activities/missions performed on U
the property identified for disposal. Surface traffic data used in the
modeling were developed from the project traffic study and are presented in
Table H-7. 3
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I Table H-4. Noise Lewis for Aggregate Mining Equipment,
Aircraft Maintenance Alternative

No. Equipment Type Sound Level at
100 ft

3 Primary Crusher 82

1 Intermediate Crusher* 8511 Secondary Crusher 85

8 Vibrating Screens 84

1 Wash Plant (2 screens) 78

1 Caterpillar 988 72

2 Dump Trucks (operating 76
continually)*"

* Aeeumed to hve the sene noise level s the eeoondery oruehw.

**"" Nu&MbWer of tWuoke bMed on nwu of delly ti deseribed In Soiion 2.3.2

Aircraft Meintenance Center and the asmmed houe of operation.

1 2.0 NOISE METRICS

Noise, as used in this context, refers to sound pressure variations audible to
the ear. The audibility of a sound depends on the amplitude and frequency
of the sound and the individual's capability to hear the sound. Whether the
sound is judged as noise depends largely on the listener's current activity
and attitude toward the sound source, as well as the amplitude and
frequency of the sound. The range in sound pressures which the human ear
can comfortably detect encompasses a wide range of amplitudes, typically a
factor larger than a million. To obtain convenient measurements and
sensitivities at extremely low and high sound pressures, sound is measured
in units of the decibel (dB). The decibel is a dimensionless unit related to
the logarithm of the ratio of the measured level to a reference level.

Because the logarithmic nature of the dB unit, sound levels cannot be added
or subtracted directly. However, the following shortcut method can be used
to combine sound levels:

3 Difference between Add the following
two dB values to the higher level

S0 to 1 3
2 to 3 2
4 to 9 1

10 or more 0
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The ear is not equally sensitive at all frequencies of sound. At low 3
frequencies, characterized as a rumble or roar, the ear is not very sensitive;
while at higher frequencies, characterized as a screech or a whine, the ear is
most sensitive. The A-weighted level was developed to measure and report 5
sound levels in a way which would more closely approach how people
perceive the sound. AN sound levels reported herein are in terms of
A-weighted sound levels.

Environmental sound levels typically vary with time. This is especially true
for areas near airports where noise levels will increase substantially as the
aircraft passes overhead and afterwards diminish to typical community
levels. Both the Department of Defense and the FAA have specified the
following three noise metrics to describe aviation noise. 3
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL} is the 24-hour energy average
A-weighted sound level with a 10 dB weighting added to those levels
occurring between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. the following morning. The 10 dB I
weighting is a penalty representing the added intrusiveness of noise during
normal sleeping hours. DNL is used to determine land use compatibility with
noise from aircraft and surface traffic. The expression L, is often used in 3
equations to designate day-night average sound level.

Maximum Sound Level is the highest instantaneous sound level observed I
during a single noise event no matter how long the sound may persist
(Figure H-i). 5
Sound Exposure Level (SEL) value represents the A-weighted sound level
integrated over the entire duration of the event and referenced to a duration
of 1 second. Hence, it normalizes the event to a 1-second event. Typically, 3
most events (aircraft flyover) last longer than I second, and the SEL value
will be higher than the maximum sound level of the event. Figure H-1
illustrates the relationship between the maximum sound level and SEL. I

3.0 NOISE MODELS 3
3.1 AIR TRAFFIC

The FAA-approved Noise Exposure Model (NOISEMAP), Version 6.0 1
(Moulton, 1990), was used to predict aircraft noise levels. The results
generated from NOISEMAP are similar to the Integrated Noise Model version
3.9, developed by the FAA. Since the early 1970s, the Department of 3
Defense has been actively developing and refining the NOISEMAP program
and its associated data base. The NOISEMAP computer program is a
comprehensive set of computer routines for calculating noise contours from
aircraft flight and ground runup operations, using aircraft unique noise data
for both fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft. The program requires specific input
data, consisting of runway layout, aircraft types, number of operations,
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U
flight tracks, and noise performance data, to compute a grid of DNL values 3
at uniform Intervals. The grid i then processed by a contouring program
which draws the contours at selected interva.s.

3.2 SURFACE TRAFFIC

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise 3
Prediction Noise Model was used to predict surface traffic noise. The model

uses traffic volumes, vehicular mix, traffi speed, traffic distribution, and
roadway length to estimae traffic noise levels.

3.3 MINING OPERATION

Noise levels due to mining activity were estimated based on information in I
the Final Environmental Impact Report, Pharris Preannexation Agreement
(Dodson and Associates, 1991). A spherical spreading model was used

(i.e., a 6 dB decrease for each doubling of distance).

4.0 ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 3
Criteria for assessing the effects of noise include annoyance, speech
interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced hearing loss, possible
nonauditory health effects, reaction by animals, and land use compatibility. I
These criteria are often developed using statistical methods. The validity of
generalizing statistics devised from large populations is suspect when
applied to small sample sizes as in the affected areas near Norton AFB. I
Caution should be employed when interpreting the results of the impact
analysis. I

4.1 ANNOYANCE DUE TO SUBSONIC AIRCRAFT NOISE

Noise-induced annoyance is an attitude or mental process with both 3
acoustic and nonscoustic determinants (Fidell et al., 1988). Noise-induced
annoyance is perhaps most often defined as a generalized adverse attitude
toward noise exposure. Noise annoyance is affected by many factors I
including sleep and speech interference and task interruption. The level of
annoyance may also be affected by many nonacoustic factors.

In communities in which the prevalence of annoyance is affected primarily

by noise, reductions in exposure can be expected to lead to reductions in
prevalence of annoyance. In communities in which the prevalence of
annoyance Is controlled by nonacoustic factors, such as odor, traffic
congestion, etc., there may be little or no reduction in annoyance associated
with reductions in exposure. The intensity of community response to noise

exposure may even, in some cases, be essentially independent of physical
exposure. In the case of community response to actions, such as airport

siting or scheduling of supersonic transport aircraft, vigorous reaction has i
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I been encountered at the mere threat of exposure, or minor increases in
exposure.

I The standard method for determining the prevalence of annoyance in noise-
exposed communities is by attitudinal survey. Surveys generally solicit self-
reports of annoyance through one or more questions of the form "How
bothered or annoyed have you been by the noise of (noise source) over the
last (time period)?* Respondents are typically constrained in structured
interviews to select one of a number of response alternatives, often named
categories such as 'Not At All Annoyed,' "Slightly Annoyed,* *Moderately
Annoyed," 'Very Annoyed," or *Extremely Annoyed.' Other means are
sometimes used to infer the prevalence of annoyance from survey data (for
example, by interpretation of responses to activity interference questions or
by construction of elaborate composite indices), with varying degrees of
face validity and success.

Predictions of the prevalence of annoyance in a community can be made by
extrapolation from an empirical dosage-effect relationship. Based on the
results of a number of sound surveys, Schultz (1978) developed a
relationship between percent highly annoyed and DNL:

I % Highly Annoyed - 0.8553 DNL - 0.0401 DNL2 + 0.00047 DNLV

Note that this relationship should not be evaluated outside the range of
DNL = 45 to 90 dB. Figure H-2 presents this equation graphically. Less
than 15 to 20 percent of the population would be predicted to be annoyed
by DNL values less than 65 dB, while over 37 percent of the population
would be predicted to be annoyed from DNL values greater than 75 dB. The
relationship developed by Schultz was presented in the Guidelines for

Preparing Environmental Impact Statements on Noise (National Academy of
ISciences, 1977).

These results were recently reviewed (Fidell at al., 1989) and the original
findings updated with results of more recent social surveys, bringing theInumber of data points used in defining the relationship to over 400. The
findings of the new study differ only slightly from those of the original
study.

4.2 SPEECH INTERFERENCE AND RELATED EFFECTS DUE TO AIRCRAFT FLYOVERI NOISE

NS One of the ways that noise affects daily life is by preventing or impairing
speech communication. In a noisy environment, understanding of speech is
diminished by masking of speech signals by intruding noises. Speakers
generally raise their voices or move closer to listeners to compensate for
masking noise in face-to-face communications, thereby increasing the levelI of speech at the listener's ear. As intruding noise levels rise higher and
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higher, speakers may cease talking altogether until conversation can be
resumed at comfortable levels of vocal effort after noise intrusions end.

If the speech source is a radio or television, the listener may increase the

volume during a noise intrusion. If noise intrusions occur repeatedly, the
listener may choose to set the volume at a high level so that the program
material can be heard even during noise intrusions.

In addition to losing information contained in the masked speech material,
the listener may lose concentration because of the interruptions and thus
become annoyed. If the speech message is some type of warning, the

consequences could be serious.

Current practice in quantification of the magnitude of speech interference
and predicting speech intelligibility ranges from metrics based on A-weighted

sound pressure levels of the intruding noise alone to more complex metrics

requiring detailed spectral information about both speech and noise
intrusions. There are other effects of the reduced intelligibility of speech

caused by noise intrusions. For example, if the understanding of speech is
interrupted, performance may be reduced, annoyance may increase, and
learning may be impaired.

As the noise level of an environment increases, people automatically raise

their voices. The effect does not take place, however, if the noise event
were to rise to a high level very suddenly.

4.2.1 Speech Interference Effects from Time-Varying Noise

Most research on speech interference due to noise has included the study of
steady state noise. As a result, reviews and summaries of noise effects on

speech communications concentrate on continuous or at least long duration

noises (Miller, 1974). However, noise intrusions are not always continuous

or of long duration, but are frequently transient in nature. Transportation

noise generates many such noise intrusions, consisting primarily of individual
vehicle pass-bys, such as aircraft flyovers. Noise emitted by other vehicles
(motorboats, snowmobiles, and off-highway vehicles) is also transient in
nature.

It has been shown, at least for aircraft flyover noise, that accuracy of

predictors of speech intelligibility is ranked in a similar fashion for both

steady-state and time-varying or transient sounds (Williams et al., 1971;

Kryter and Williams, 1966). Of course, if one measures the noise of a
flyover by the maximum A-level then intelligibility associated with this level

would be higher than for a steady noise of the same value, simply because

the level k less than the maximum for much of the duration of the flyover.

Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS H-33



!

4.2.2 Other Effects of Noise Which Relate to Speech Intelligibility 3
Aside from the direct effects of reduction in speech intelligibility, related
effects may occur that tend to compound the loss of speech intelligibility
itself.

Learning. One of the environments in which speech intelligibility plays a 3
critical role is the classroom. In classrooms of schools exposed to aircraft
flyover noise, speech becomes masked or the teacher stops talking
altogether during an aircraft flyover (Crook and Langdon, 1974). Pauses I
begin to occur when instantaneous flyover levels are as low as 60 dB
(A-weighted). Masking of the speech of teachers who do not pause starts

at about the same level. 3
At levels of 75 dB some masking occurs for 15 percent of the flyovers and
increases to nearly 100 percent at 82 dB. Pauses occur for about

80 percent of the flyovers at this noise level. Since a marked increase in
pauses and masking occurs when levels exceed 75 dB, this level is
sometimes considered as one above which teaching is impaired due to

disruption of speech communication. The effect that this may have on
learning is unclear at this time. However, one study (Amoult at al., 1986)
could find no effect of noise on cognitive tasks from jet or helicopter noise
over a range from 60 to 80 dB (A-level), even though intelligibility scores

indicated a continuous decline starting at the 60 dB level. In a Japanese
study (Ando at al., 1975) researchers failed to find differences in mental

task performance among children from communities with different aircraft 5
noise exposure.

Although there seems to be no proof that noise from aircraft flyovers affects I
learning, it is reported by Mills (1975) that children are not as able to
understand speech in the presence of noise as are adults. It is hypothesized

that pert of the reason is due to the increased vocabulary which the adult U
can draw on as compared to the more limited vocabulary available to the

young student. Also, when one is learning a language, it is more critical
that all words be heard rather than only enough to attain 95 percent I
sentence intelligibility, which may be sufficient for general conversations. It
was mentioned above that when the maximum A-level for aircraft flyovers

heard in a classroom exceeds 75 dB, masking of speech increases rapidly. I
However, it was also noted that pausing during flyovers and masking of

speech for those teachers who continue to lecture during a flyover start at

levels around 60 dB (Pearsons and Bennett, 1974).

Annoyance. Klatt, Stevens, and Williams (1969) studied the annoyance of
speech interference by asking people to judge the annoyance of aircraft 3
noise in the presence and absence of speech material. The speech material
was composed of passages from newspaper and magazine articles. In

addition to rating aircraft noise on an acceptability scale (unacceptable, 5
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3 barely acceptable, acceptable, and of no concern), the subjects were
required to answer questions about the speech material. The voice level
was considered to represent a raised voice level (assumed to be 68 dB). In
general, for the raised voice talker, the rating of barely acceptable was given
to flyover noise levels of 73 to 76 dB. However, if the speech level was

i reduced, the rating of the aircraft tended more toward unacceptable. The

results suggested that if the speech level were such that 95 percent or
better sentence intelligibility was maintained then a barely acceptable rating
or better acceptability rating could be expected. This result is in general
agreement wth the finding in schools that teachers pause or have their
speech masked at levels above 75 dB (Crook and Langdon, 1974).

3 Hall, Taylor, and Bimie (1 85) recentiy tried to relate various types of
activity interference in the home, related to speech and sleeping, to
annoyance. The study found that there is a 50 percent chance that
people's speech would be interfered with at a level of 58 dB. This result is
in agreement with the other results, considering that the speech levels in the
school environment of the Cook study are higher than the levels typically
used in the home. Also, in a classroom situation the teacher raises his or
her voice as the flyover noise increases in intensity.

4.2.3 Predicting Speech Intelligibility and Related Effects Due to Aircraft
Flyover Noise

It appears, from the above discussions, that when aircraft flyover noises
exceed approximately 60 dB, speech communication may be interfered with
either by masking or by pausing on the part of the talker. Increasing the
level of the flyover noise to 80 dB would reduce the intelligibility to zero
even if a loud voice is used for those who attempt to communicate.

The levels mentioned above refer to indoor levels measured indoors. The
same noises measured outdoors would be 15 to 25 dB higher than these
indoor levels during summer (windows open) and winter months (windows

closed), respectively. These estimates are taken from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency reviews of available data (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 1974).

5 Levels of the aircraft noise measured inside dwellings and schools near the
ends of runways at airports may exceed 60 dB inside (75 dB outside).
During flyovers, speech intelligibility would be degraded. However, since
the total duration is so short, no more than a few seconds during each
flyover, only a few syllables may be lost. People may be annoyed, but the
annoyance would not be due to loss in speech communication, but rather
due to startle or sleep disturbance as discussed below.

N
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4.3 SLEEP DISTURBANCE DUE TO NOISE 3
The effects of noise on sleep have long been a concern of parties interested
in assuring suitable residential noise environments. Early studies noted I
background levels in people's bedrooms in which sleep was apparently
undisturbed by noise. Various levels between 25 to 50 dB (A-weighted)
were observed to be associated with an absence of sleep disturbance. The
bulk of the research on noise effects on which the current relationship is
based was conducted in the 1970s. The tests were conducted in a
laboratory environment in which awakening was measured either by a verbal
response or by a button push, or by brain wave recordings IEEG) indicating
stages of sleep (and awakening). Various types of noise were presented to
the sleeping subjects throughout the night. These noises consisted primarily
of transportation noises including those produced by aircraft, trucks, cars,
and trains. The aircraft noises included both flyover noises as well as sonic
booms. Synthetic noises, inc!uding laboratory-generated sounds consisting
of shaped noises and tones, were also studied.

Lukas (1975) and Goldstein and Lukas (1980) both reviewed data available
in the 1970s on sleep-stage changes and waking effects of different levels
of noise. Since no known health effects were associated with either waking
or sleep-stage changes, either measure was potentially useful as a metric of
sleep disturbance. However, since waking, unlike sleep-stage changes, is U
simple to quantify, it is often selected as the metric for estimating the
effects of noise on sleep. These two reviews showed great variability in the
percentage of people awakened by exposure to noise. The variability is not I
merely random error, but reflects individual differences in adaptation or
habituation, and also interpretation of the meaning of the sounds. Such
factors cannot be estimated from the purely acoustic measures in noise I
exposure.

Another major review by Griefahn and Muzet (1978) provided similar 3
information for effects of noise on waking. However, Griefahn and Muzet's
results suggested less waking for a given level of noise than predicted by
Lukas. I
A recent review (Pearsons at al., 1989) of the literature related to sleep
disturbance demonstrated that the relationship, based exclusively on U
laboratory studies, predicts greater sleep disturbance than that likely to
occur in a real-life situation in which some adaptation has occurred. The
prediction relationships developed in this review should not be considered to 3
yield precise estimates of sleep disturbance because of the great variability
in the data sets from which they were developed. The relationships include
only the duration and level components of *noise exposure." Increasing the 3
precision of prediction would depend on quantification of some of the
nonacoustic factors. Further, a recent review of field, as well as laboratory

H
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3 studies, suggests that habituation may reduce the effect of noise on sleep
(Pearsons at al., 1989).

5 Noise must penetrate the home to disturb sleep. Interior noise levels are
lower than exterior levels due to the attenuation of the sound energy by the
structure. The amount of attenuation provided by the building is dependent
on the type of construction and whether the windows are open or closed.
The approximate national average attenuation factors are 15 dB (decibels)
for open windows and 25 dB for closed windows (U.S. Environmental3 Protection Agency, 1974).

Incorporating these attenuation factors, the percent awakened relationships

previously discussed under summer conditions are presented in Figure H-3.
In conclusion, the scientific literature does not provide a consensus on sleep
disturbance. There is no recognized criteria or standard which provides5 guidance to assess sleep disturbance due to noise.

4.4 NOISE-INDUCED HEARING LOSS

I Hearing loss is measured in decibels and refers to the permanent auditory
threshold shift of an individual's hearing in an ear. Auditr-v threshold refers
to the minimum acoustic signal that evokes an auditory sk ;ation, i.e., the
quietest sound a person can hear. When a threshold shift occurs a person's
hearing is not as sensitive as before and the minimum sound that a person

can hear must be louder. The threshold shift which naturally occurs with
age is called presbycusis. Exposure to high levels of sound can cause
temporary and permanent threshold shifts usually referred to as noise-
induced hearing loss. Permanent hearing loss is generally associated with

destruction of the hair cells of the inner ear.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1974) and the Committee on

Hearing, Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics (National Academy of Sciences,
1981) have addressed the risk of outdoor hearing loss. They have
concluded that hearing loss would not be expected for people living outside

the noise contour of 75 DNL. Several studies of populations near existing
airports in the United States and the United Kingdom have shown that the
possibility for permanent hearing loss in communities near intense
commercial takeoff and landing patterns is remote. An FAA-funded study
compared the hearing of the population near the Los Angeles International
Airport to that of the population in a quiet area away from aircraft noise

(Parnsl at al., 1972). A similar study was performed in the vicinity of
London Heathrow Airport (Ward at al., 1972). Both studies concluded that
there was no significant difference between the hearing loss of the two

populations, and no correlation between the hearing level with the length of
time people lived in the airport neighborhood.
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1 4.5 NONAUDITORY HEALTH EFFECTS OF RESIDENTIAL AIRCRAFT NOISE

Based on summaries of previous research in the field (Thompson, 1981;
Thompson and Fidell, 1989), predictions of nonauditory health effects of
aircraft noise cannot be made. A valid predictive procedure requires:
(1) evidence for causality between aircraft noise exposure and adverse
nonauditory health consequences, and (2) knowledge of a quantitative
relationship between amounts of noise exposure (dose) and specific health
effects. Because results of studies of aircraft noise on health are equivocal,
there is no sound scientific basis for making adequate risk assessments.

Alleged nonauditory health consequences of aircraft noise exposure which3have been studied include birth defects, low birth weight, psychological
illness, cancer, stroke, hypertension, sudden cardiac death, myocardial
infarction, and cardiac arrhythmias. Of these, hypertension is the most5 biologically plausible effect of noise exposure. Noise appears to cause many
of the same biochemical and physiological reactions, including temporary
elevation of blood pressure, as do many other environmental stressors.
These temporary increases in blood pressure are believed to lead to a
gradual resetting of the body's blood pressure control system. Over a
period of years, permanent hypertension may develop (Peterson et Wl.,3 1984).

Studies of residential aircraft noise have produced contradictory results.
Early investigations indicated that hypertension was from two to four times
higher in areas near airports than in areas located away from airports
(Karaoodina et al., 1969). Although Meecham and Shaw (1988) continue to
report excessive cardiovascular mortality among individuals 75 years or
older, living near the Los Angeles International Airport, their findings cannot
be replicated (Frerichs et al., 1980). In fact, noise exposure increased over
the years while there was a decline in age-adjusted death rates and
inconsistent changes in age-adjusted cardiovascular, hypertension, and
cerebrovascular disease rates.

i Studies which have controlled for multiple factors have shown no, or a very
weak, association between noise exposure and nonauditory health effects.
This observation holds for studies of occupational and traffic noise as well
as aircraft noise exposure. In contrast to the early reports of two- to six-
fold increases in hypertension due to high industrial noise (Thompson and
Fidell, 1989), the more rigorously controlled studies of Talbott et al. (1985)
and van Dijk et al (1987) show no association between hypertension and
prolonged exposure to high levels of occupational noise.

3 In the aggregate, studies indicate no association exists between street
traffic noise and blood pressure or other cardiovascular changes. Two large
prospective collaborative studies of heart disease are of particular interest.
To date, cross-sectional data from these cohorts offer contradictory results.
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Data from one cohort show a slight increase in mean systolic blood pressure
(2.4 millimeters of mercury [mm Hg]) in the noisiest compared to the
quietest area; while data from the second cohort show the lowest mean
systolic blood pressure and highest high-density lipoprotain cholesterol i
(lipoprotein protective of heart disease) for men in the noisiest area (Babiach
and Gallacher, 1990). These effects of traffic noise on blood pressure and
blood lipids were more pronounced in men who were also exposed to high
levels of noise at work.

It is clear from the foregoing that the current state of technical knowledge
cannot support inference of a causal or consistent relationship, nor a I
quantitative dose-response, between residential aircraft noise exposure and
health consequences. Thus, no technical means are available for predicting 3
extra-auditory health effects of noise exposure. This conclusion cannot be
construed as evidence of no effect of residential aircraft noise exposure on

nonauditory health. Current findings, taken in sum, indicate only that
further rigorous studies are needed.

4.6 DOMESTIC ANIMALS AND WILDUFE

A recent study was published on the effects of aircraft noise on domestic
animals which provided a review of the literature and a review of 209 claims

pertinent to aircraft noise over a period spanning 32 years (Bowles at al.,
1990). Studies since the late-1 950s were motivated both by public
concerns about what was at that time a relatively novel technology,

supersonic flight, and by claims leveled against the U. S. Air Force for I
damage done to farm animals by very low-level subsonic overflights. Since
that time over 40 studies of aircraft noise and sonic booms, both in the
United States and overseas, have addressed acute effects, including effects I
of startle responses (sheep, horses, cattle, fowl), and effects on
reproduction and growth (sheep, cattle, fowl, swine), parental behaviors

(fowl, mink), milk letdown (dairy cattle, dairy goats, swine), and egg U
production.

The literature on the effects of noise on domestic animals is not large, and 3
most of the studies have focused on the relation between dosages of
continuous noise and effects. Chronic noises are not a good model for
aircraft noise, which lasts only a few seconds, but which is often very I
startling. The review of claims suggests that a major source of loss was
panic induced in naive animals.

Aircraft noise may have effects because it might trigger a startle response, a
sequence of physiological and behavioral events that once helped animals
avoid predators. There are good dose-response relations describing the 3
tendency to startle to various levels of noise, and the effect of habituation
on the startle response.
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3 The link between startles and serious effects, i.e., effects on productivity, is
less certain. Here, we will define an effect as any change in a domestic
animal that alters its economic value, including changes in body weight or
weight gain, number of young produced, weight of young produced.
fertility, milk production, general health, longevity, or tractability. At this
point, changes in productivity ae usually considered an adequate indirect
measure of changes in well being, at least until objective legal guidelines are
provided.
The recent focus on the affects on production runs counter to a trend in the

literature toward measuring the relation between noise and physiological
effects, such as changes In corticosteroid levels, and in measures of
immune system function. As a result, it is difficult to determine the relation

between dosages of noise and serious effects using only physiological
measures. The experimental literature Is Inadequate to document long-term3 or subtle effects resulting from exposure to aircraft noise.

4.7 LAND USE COMPATIBIUTY GUIDEUNES

I Widespread concern about the noise impacts of aircraft noise essentially
began in the 1950s which saw the major introduction of high power jet

aircraft into military service. The concern about noise impacts in the
communities around airbases, and also within the airbases themselves, led
the Air Force to conduct major investigations into the noise properties of
jets, methods of noise control for test operations, and the effects of noise
from aircraft operations in communities surrounding airbases. These studies
established an operational framework of investigation and identified the
basic parameters affecting community response to noise. These studies
also resulted in the first detailed procedures for estimating community
response to aircraft noise (Stevens and Pietrasanta, 1957).

5 Although most attention was given to establishing methods of estimating
residential community response to noise (and establishing the conditions of

noise "acceptability" for residential use), community development involves a
variety of land uses with varying sensitivity to noise. Thus, land planning
with respect to noise requires the establishment of noise criteria for different
land uses. This need was met with the initial development of aircraft noise

compatibility guidelines for varied land uses in the mid-1 960s (Bishop,
1964).SIn residential areas, noise intrusions generate feelings of annoyance on the

part of Individuals. Increasing degrees of annoyance lead to the increasing
potential for complaints and community actions (most typically, threats of
legal actions, drafting of noise ordinances, etc.). Annoyance is based
largely upon noise interference with speech communication, listening toradio and television, and sleep. Annoyance in the home may also be based
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upon dislike of "outside Intrusions of noise even though no specific task is 3
Residential land use guidelines have developed from consideratio of two
rela )o factors:

community actions near civil and military airports;

fbi Relationshps between environmental noise levels and deres 3
of annoyance (larely derived ftom social surveys in a number
of communities).

In the etablishment of land use guidelines for other land uses, the primeI
consdetn is task interference. For many land uses, this tranlates into
the degree of speech interference, after taking into consideration the
importance of speech communication and the presence of non-aircraft noise
sources related directly to the specific land use considered. For some nois-
sensitive land uses where any detectable noise signals which rise above the
ambient noise are unwanted (such as music halls), detectability may be the
criterion rather than speech interference.

A final factor to be considered In all land uses Involving Indoor activities IsI
the degree of noise insulation provided by the building structures. The land
use guideline limits for unrestricted development within a specific land use
assume noise Insulation properties provided by typical commercial building
construction. The detailed land use guidelines may also define a range of
higher noise exposure where construction or development can be
undertaken, provided a specified amount of noie insulation is incuded in I
the buildings. Special noise studies, undertaken by architectural or
engineering specialists. may be needed to define the special noise insulation
requirements for construction in these guideline ranges.

Estimates of total noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations, as
expressed in DNL values, can be interpreted in terms of the probable effect I
on land uses. Suggested compatibility guidelines for evaluating land uses in
aircraft noise exposure areas were originally developed by the FAA as
presented in Section 3.4.4. Noise. Part 150 of the FAA regulations I
prescribes the procedures, standards, and methodology governing the
devloplmexnt submission, and review of airport noise exposure mape and
airport noise compatibility programs. It prescribes the use of yearly ONL in i
the evaluation of airport noise environments. It also Identifies those land
use types which ae normally compatible with various levels of noise
exposure. Compatible or incompatible land use is determined by compaingt 3
the predicted or measured DNL level e a site with the values given in the
table. The guidelines reflect the statistical variability of the responses of

I
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3 large groups of people to noise. Therefore, any particular level might not

accurately assess an Individual's perception of an actual noise environment.

3 While the FAA guidelines specifically apply to aircraft noise, it should be

noted that DNL is also used to describe the noise environment due to other
community noise sources, including motor vehicles and railroads. The use3- of DNL is endorsed by the scientific community to assess land use
compatibility as it pertains to noise (American National Standards Institute,
1990). Hence, the land use guidelines presented by the FAA can also be5 used to assess the noise Impact from community noise sources other than

aircraft.
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3 APPENDIX I

AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS METHODS

3 CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction activities would generate both combustive emissions from
heavy equipment usage and fugitive dust emissions from ground disturbing
activities. Fugitive dust would be generated during construction activities
associated with aviation support, industrial, institutional, commercial,
residential, and public/recreation land uses. These emissions would be
greatest during site clearing and grading activities. Uncontrolled fugitive
dust (particulate matter) emissions from ground-disturbing activities are
emitted at a rate of 110 pounds per acre per day (U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 1985). The particulate matter less than 10 microns
(PMJ fraction of fugitive dust emissions is assumed to be 50 percent or 55
pounds per acre per working day.

Construction for the Proposed Action would disturb a total of approximately
624 acres over the first 1 0-year period of reuse. Approximately 209 and
415 acres would be disturbed during the periods from 1995-2000 and
2000-2005, respectively. Assuming that the amount of disturbed area is
spread evenly throughout these periods, an average of 41.8 and 83.0 acres
per yw, respectively, would be disturbed during these time periods. The
analysis of fugitive dust emissions from construction activities assumes that
on the average there are 230 working days per year (accounting for
weekends, weather, and holidays), and that half of these days (115) would
be used for site preparation. Additionally, 4 acre-days of disturbance are
assumed per acre, which represents the area and duration of disturbing
activities for each acre. Thus, for the Proposed Action years 1995-2000,
the amount of PM,, emissions are calculated as follows:

3 Average daily disturbed acreage:

41.8 acre. disturbed x 4 ogre-dave of disturbnoe x I yw 1.45 acres

voew acre 11Sdays

Average daily PM,, emissions:

1.45 acres x 55 pounds 8MM - 802Uands PM.
acre-day day

I Therefore, the amount of PM,, emitted would be 80 pounds per day (0.04
ton per day) for 1995-2000. Similarly, 159 pounds per day (0.08 ton per3 day) would be emitted in 2000-2005. These emissions would produce
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elevated short-term PM,o concentrations, would be temporary, and would
fall off rapidly with distance from the source. Similar calculations for
fugitive dust emissions were performed for construction activities related to
other alternatives.

Due to a lack of specific information on the level of construction that would
occur during redevelopment, construction combustive emissions were
estimated by the per-capita approach described in the Other Reuse
Emissions section of this Appendix. Since it was not feasible to separate
construction emissions from the non-road mobile source category identified
in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) emission inventory, construction
combustive emissions are included in the overall other reuse per-capita
emission factors derived for each reuse alternative. 3

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS EMISSIONS

Emissions for the following aircraft activities were calculated from fleet mix I
and operational information inherent to each project scenario: touch and go,
airplane queuing, takeoff and landings, and engine run-ups. All aircraft
emissions were calculated with the Emissions and Dispersion Modeling
System (EDMS) model (Segal, 1991), which contains a built-in data base of
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) AP-42 emission factors

for various types of aircraft. EDMS was then used to calculate downwind i
pollutant concentrations that would occur from aircraft operations

associated with each alternative. 3
OTHER REUSE EMISSIONS

Other reuse emission incraases/decreases over preclosure or closure
baselines were calculated considering the emissions associated with the
change in SCAB population over what would have occurred under preclosure

or closure conditions. The emission increases/decreases associated with the I
change of population within the SCAB are added to the increase/decrease
associated with aircraft operations and to the increase in fugitive dust
emissions associated with construction activities (as described in the
sections above) to determine the total increase/decrease that would occur in

the SCAB compared to preclosure and closure conditions. The following is a

Presentation of the methods used to calculate the "other reuse emissions."

To calculate the mother reuse emissions" (i.e., all emissions with the

exception of construction fugitive dust and aircraft emissions), a per-capita
approach was used. Other reuse emissions include emissions from point,
area, non-road mobile, and on-road mobile sources associated with both
direct and indirect population changes that would be affected in the SCAB

as a result of the reuse action. Data used in the calculations include

population data and SCAB emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG),
nitrogen oxides (NO.), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SO.), and PM,. 3
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Sfor the baseline year (1987), and projections for future years (1994, 1997,

2000, and 2010). All data were obtained from the South Coast Air Quality
Management District's (SCAQMD) Final 1991 Air Qua/'ty Management Pion3 (AQMP) (SCAQMD, 1991). Data used to calculate emission increases for
future reuse alternative conditions in the year 2005 were interpolated from
these data. The 1987 base year inventory data for the SCAB are presented
in Table I-1. Projections for future years are presented in Tables 1-2 through

1-6 for the pollutants ROG, NO., CO, SO., and PM,,, respectively.

Table I-1. 1987 Base Year Emissions for the South Coast Air Basin - Average Annual Day
(tons/day)

source Category RaG NO, CO 80. PMI.

Stationary Sources

Fuel combustion 16.80 266.77 77.74 23.22 14.10

Waste burning 1.05 1.64 3.07 0.46 1.25

Solvent use 463.83 0.26 0.01 0.00 1.49

Petroleum process, storage, and transfer 106.63 9.11 6.38 19.34 2.95

Industrial processes 41.09 11.68 6.76 7.60 44.46

Miscellaneous processes 57.52 0.73 5.53 0.08 941.78

Subtotal 686.92 290.19 99.49 50.70 1,006.03

3 Mobile Sources

On-road vehicles 604.55 664.16 4,363.25 31.61 53.24

Other mobile 83.88 253.73 525.06 52.02 16.26

Subtotal 688.43 917.89 4,888.31 83.63 69.50

3 Total. 1,375.35 1,208.08 4,987.80 134.33 1,075.53

Source: SCAQMD, 1991.

U The emission inventory projections in Tables 1-2 through 1-6 reflect only: (1)
reductions in emissions as a result of controls expected after implementation
of SCAQMD and California Air Resources Board (CARB) rules adopted prior
to June 30, 1990; and (2) increases in emissions associated with
demographic growth factors for various emission source categories
expected between the base year and the future forecast years. Additional

control measures have been proposed by the SCAOMD in order to comply
with the mandates of the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), which require the
SCAQMD to apply all feasible measures to attain the state standards as
expeditiously as possible (see the "Mandates of the California and Federal
Clean Air Acts" section of this appendix). These proposed control measures

I
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Table 1-2. South Coat Air Bain Average Annul Day ROG Emmbsion Projection

(tons/day)

source Ce awy 1914 1917 2000 2010 1
Stationay so""

Fuel combustion 1i 1i 1 21

Waste burning I I I I

Solvent use 392 391 396 411 I
Petroleum process. storae, and transfer so l9 90 93
Industrial process" 41 42 42 42

dscellaneous processes 64 66 64 63

Subtotal 604 607 615 659

Mobile Soure*

On-road vehicles 367 313 293 296
Ote mobile 91 94 9I 110

Subtotal 458 412 391 406

Total 1,062 1.019 1,006 1,06I

Source: SCAQMO. 1991. I
I

Tab" 1-3. South Cosas Ar Basin Average Annusl Day NO. Emission Projections
Itonsl/day) 3

Source Category 1" 197 2000 2010

Stationary 5Sawa"

Fuel conbustion 213 10 172 183
Waste burming 2 2 2 2
Solvent use 0 0 0 0

Petroleum process, storege, and transfer 7 7 7 7
Industrial processes 10 10 10 10

FAscalleneous processes 1 1 1 1

Subtotal 239 200 192 203 I
Uob souraom

On-road vehicles 479 448 450 494

Other mobile 260 268 276 300

Subtotal 739 716 726 794
Total 378 916 118 997

Source: SCAOM. 1991.

II
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Table 14. South Coast Air Basin Average Annual Day CO Emission Prolections
Itonsiday

souras. Categor 113114 1f9000 2010

stationary Sauce.s
Fuel comnbustion 92 97 101 107
Waste burnling 4 4 4 6ISolvent use 0 0 0 0
Petroleum Process. storae", and transfer 7 7 7 7
industrial processas 7 7 7 7IMiscellaneous processes 6 6 7 8
Subtotal 116 121 126 135
Mobil. 11our...IOn-road vehicles 3.120 2.682 2,337 1.831
Other mnobil 006 638 655 752
Subtotal 3.726 3,320 2.992 2,583ITotal 3.842 3.441 3,113 2,718
Source: SCAOMO. 1991.

Table i-5. south Coast Air Basi Average Annual Day SO. Emission
Projectionso (tons/dlay)

8ouroe Category 1864 1857 2000 2010I stationary Sources
Fuel combustion 14 16 17 14
Waste burning 0 0 0 0ISokvent usa 0 0 0 0
Petroleum process. storae@% and transfer 20 20 20 20
Industrial processes 7 6 7 6I Mscellaneous processes 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 41 42 4440
Mobil. slourcesIOn-road vehicl. 23 25 26 29
Other mnobile 55 57 57 61
Subtotal 83 32 63 90ITotal 124 124 127 130
Source: SCAOMO. 1991.

Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FE/S 1-5
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Table 14. South Cout Air Basin Average Annual Dey PM, Emission Projections

(tonsiday)

lie mm Catgety 1ts4 1n !n00 2010

-tVm Serume

Fus oofn*uedon 10 17 17 20 II
Waste burling 1 1 1 2

Solvent use 2 2 2 2

Petroleum proces, sorage, and transfer 3 3 3 3

Industad prooeses 47 47 47 48

aeaEdanonue processes 1,130 1,210 1.291 1,424

Subtotal 1,10 1,280 1,361 1.409

Mklb Ikmmes

On-road veNalee 47 47 49 o I
00er mobIl 1s 16 17 1i

Subtotal 62 63 GO 74

Total 1,261 1,343 1.427 1.573

Source: SCAQMD, 1991.

contained in the Fnal 1991 AQMP are categorized into three tiers,
depending upon their readiness for implementaton as follows: 3

Tier I - Full implementation of known technological applications and
effective management practices. Adoption and implementation
within the next few years.

Tier II - Significant advancement of today's technological applications
and vigorous regulatory intervention required. Adoption and
implementation within the next 10 to 15 years.

Tier Ill - Development of new technology required. Development, I
adoption, and implementation within the next 20 years.

Emission projections for future years which account for the Tier 1, II, and Ill I
control measures are contained in Table 1-7. Since the SCAOMD emission
inventory projections in Tables 1-2 through 1-6 do not account for any

emissions associated with Norton AFB (i.e., the assumption was made by
the SCAQMD that all Norton AFB emissions would be eliminated at the time
of base closure), the emission projections in Table 1-7 were further adjusted
to include the emissions from 14 C-141 aircraft that would be transferred
from Norton AFB to March AFB at the time of closure and, therefore, remain
in the SCAB. The emissions associated with these 14 aircraft are as p

I-6 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 5
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Table 1-7. SCAB Emisaion Projetkons After Accountbt@ for Tier 1. U. and UI Emission
PAeducr(tionsidea/dy)

1Yeaw moo NO. co so. PM,.

913700 1.375 1.208 4.908 134 1.076

1388" 1.238 1,166 4,702 130 1.005I133"M 1.145 1.073 4.1132 123 1,048

1304W 833 100 2.992 103 1.0083 Ill44 302 1114 2.859 105 311

131"a 765 301 2.720 102 183

1937W 721 749 2.503 93 950i133"M 545 600 2.380 91 361

20M454 616 2,244 87 351

U2002" 339 5611 2,058 so 332

2005"4 316 485 1.781 63 304

2008" 234 422 1,503 58875

2010' 173 374 1,310 51 356

Note.: (a) Source: Table 3-1 of Final 1331 AQMP. (SCAGMO. 1331).

1)Valuescalculatedbased on percent reduction fhom Table 6-1 of Final 1331 AOMP (SCAQMD.

I follows: ROG - 0. 12 tons/day, NO. - 0.06 tons/day, CO - 0. 17
tons/day, SO. - 0.006 tons/day, and PMIO - 0.007 tons/day.

I The SCAB emissions contained in Table 1-7 were divided by the SCAB
population for the year of interest to derive basinwide per-capita emission
factors that wre assumed to be applicable to reuse-related changes inI population. (Population data for the basin are contained in Table 1-8. The
per-capita factors are provided in Table 1-9.) These per-capita factors were
then multilie by the change in SCAB population associated with each reuseI alternative to generate the change in SCAB emissions that would be
associated with other reuse emissions. The population in-migration estimates
for the Norton AFB reuse alternatives are presented in Table 1- 10. These'I estimates represent new population over the base closure levels which would
be attracted to the SCAB as a result of the rouse actions. Each alternative
would have differing amounts, of in-migrant population depending upon theI activities associated with the alternative, as shown in Table I- 10.

The other reuse emissions of ROG, NO,, CO, SO., and PM10 for each reuse

alternative are presented in Table 1-11. Emissions from other categories,

I NOton A F8 Dsposal and Reuse FEIS 1-7



I
Table I-. Population kIfornntion for the South Coast

Air Basin

Yew Population W Populationit i

1987 12,007,585 NA

1995 NA 13,415,320

2000 14,295,154 NA

2005 NA 15,002,092

2010 15,709,029 NA

Notes: (a) Value. from Appendix HI-B (Future Weeeiine
Endeelone for the South Coat Air Bain: i
Average Annual Dy) (SCAQO. 1991).

(b) Ae-umee straight-line inorease In population
for yewar between projection years.

NA , Not applicable.

Table 1-9. Pwr-Capita Emission Factors for the South Coast Air Basin i
(tonsiday-person)

Yew ROG NO. CO SO, PM1.

1995 0.00006680 0.00007109 0.00023808 0.00000876 0.00008318

2000 0.00003174 0.00004310 0.00015695 0.00000009 0.00006654 i
2005 0.00002109 0.00003300 0.00011870 0.00000460 0.00006023

2010 0.00001139 0.00002381 0.00008390 0.00000325 0.00005443

Table 1-10. Population In-MigrationM Associated with Reuse Alternatives i
(Closure Baseline)

Alternative 2000 2005 2010 3
Proposed Action 7.220 19,002 27,309

Airport with MAxed Use 8.956 18,043 22,789

Aircraft Maintenance Center 8.571 16.248 18.169

Non-Aviation 7.532 14,531 19,267

Note: (a) Population numbers represent the number of reuse-related In-migranW t to i
the SCAB oompared to the number of people who would be associated
with the bae under closure conditions.

1-8 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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I
5 Table 1-11. In-Migrant Population Emissions (Other Reuse Emissions) Assodated with Reuse

Aktematives - Closure Baseline* (tons/day)

Alternative Year ROG NO. CO so. PM,

Proposed Action 2000 0.229 0.311 1.133 0.044 0.480

2005 0.401 0.627 2.2" 0.087 1.141

2010 0.311 0.610 2.291 0.089 1.448

Airport with Mixed 2000 0.284 0.388 1.406 0.065 0.5986
Use

2006 0.381 0.595 2.142 0.083 1.087
2010 0.260 0.543 1.912 0.074 1.242

Aircraft Maintenance 2000 0.272 0.369 1.345 0.052 0.570
Center 2006 0.343 0.536 1.929 0.075 0.979

2010 0.207 0.433 1.524 0.069 0.990

Non-Aviation 2000 0.239 0.325 1.182 0.046 0.501

2005 0.306 0.479 1.725 0.067 0.875

3 2010 0.220 0.459 1.617 0.063 1.050

Note: (I) Emisslons in thiW table represent increases which would occur in the SCAB as the result of
population in-rnigration associated with the reuse alternatives. Population in-migration is
determined by comparing to the SCAB population which would have occurred under base closure
conditions.

I
which must be added to the other reuse emissions in order to determine the
total emission increases/decreases in the SCAB associated with each

-I alternative include, the change in aircraft operation emissions, construction
dust emissions, and, in the case of the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative, mining operation emissions. These other emission source totals

are contained in Table 1-12.

The mining operation emissions were calculated based on emission rates andI production rates from a similar operation at the Pharris Aggregate Plant, as
contained in the Pharris Preannexation Agreement EIR (Tom Dodson and
Associates, 1991). It was assumed that 15 percent 'of the land in theI aggregate mining area proposed for the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative would be used for facilities and that 1 acre of land could produce
0.169 million ton of aggregate. Based on these assumptions, and aI production rate of 1 million tons per year, the Aircraft Maintenance Center
Alternative could produce aggregate with pollutant emission levels as shown
in Table 1-12 for over 20 years.

Total emission increases in the SCAB from all activities associated with the
i various rouse alternatives are summarized in Tables 1-13 through 1-17 for the

i Norton AFB C••posof and Reuse FEIS 1-9
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3
Table 1-12. Aircraft Oprwation. Aggregate Mioklg. wtd Fugitive Dust Enmssions which 3

Apply to Reu" Altnaivs Itonsiday)

Aternatv Year ROG NO. CO SO. PMul 3
Amraft Operatin .

I

Proloeure 1990 0.431 0.249 0.642 0.025 0.027

Proposed Action 2000 0.057 0.176 0.873 0.016 0.006 1
2006 0.079 0.343 1.057 0.031 0.008

2010 0.084 0.402 1.137 0.036 0.007 3
Airport with Mixed 2000 0.061 0.192 0.356 0.017 0.006
Use 2005 0.067 0.308 1.001 0.027 0.008

2010 0.072 0.310 1.101 0.035 0.006

Aircraft Maintenamoe 2000 0.023 0.041 0.717 0.003 0.002
Center 2005 0.027 0.053 0.7681 0.004 0.003 I

2010 0.029 0.057 0.806 0.004 0.003

Mi ding Operations 3
Aircraft Maintenance 2000 0.003 0.038 0.012 0.004 0.046
Center

2005 0.003 0.038 0.012 0.004 0.046

II
Fugitve Duet to

Proposed Action 2000 NA NA NA NA 0.040 3
2005 NA NA NA NA 0.079

2010 NA NA NA NA 0.018

Airport with Mixed 2000 NA NA NA NA 0.050
Use

2005 NA NA NA NA 0.051 I
2010 NA NA NA NA 0.012

Aircraft Maintenance 2000 NA NA NA NA 0.054

2005 NA NA NA NA 0.053

2010 NA NA NA NA 0.021
Non-Avietion 2000 NA NA NA NA 0.051

II
2005 NA NA NA NA 0.056

2010 NA NA NA NA 0.056

Notes: (a) Aircraft operation ureduione ae predicted by the ED)MS model (Sego, 1991) based on estimeted I
frequency of flight operatlons for seoh type of aircraft associated with the particular reuse
altenative.

(b) Hining operation emissions ae based on production rate information contained in the
"Environmental kmpact Report Pherris Prewnexaton Agreement3 (Tom Dodson end Associates.
1991).

(c) Fugitive dust ertleelone re calculated based on the amount of surface are disturbed.

1-10 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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U
pollutants ROG, NO., CO, SO., and PM,0 , respectively. The emissions in I
these tables are the increases in the SCAB which would be expected over
the base closure conditions. A similar process as described above was
performed in order to determine the emission increases/decreases that
would be expected in relation to preclosure conditions. The population in-
and out-migration counts that would occur in relation to preclosure
conditions are contained in Table 1-18. The other reuse emission increases/ ,
decreases in the SCAB associated with the reuse alternatives are provided in
Table 1-19, and the total emission increases/decreases from all reuse-related
activities are summarized in Tables 1-20 through 1-24. These emission
increases/decreases compared to what would have occurred under
preclosure conditions are used to estimate the potential interference with
state and federal efforts to achieve and/or maintain attainment of the
ambient air quality standards.

Table 1-18. Population In-/Out-Migration' Associated with I
Reuse Alternatives (Preclosure Baseline)

Alternative 2000 2005 2010

Proposed Action -10,991 791 9,098

Airport with aixed Use -9,255 -16" 4,578 3
Aircraft Maintenance Center -9,640 -1.963 -42

Non-Aviation -10,679 -3,680 1,056

Note: (a) Population numbers represent the number of reuse-related in- or out-migrants

to the SCAB compared to the number of people who would have been
associated with the base under levels of activity similar to preclosure
conditions. I

MANDATES OF THE CAUFORNIA AND FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACTS 3
The CCAA requires that areas in nonattainment of the state ozone (03),
nitrogen dioxide (NO 2), CO, or sulfur dioxide (S0 2) standards adopt a plan I
that will lead to the attainment of these standards by the earliest practical
date. Since the SCAB is in nonattainment of the state 03, NO2, and CO
standards, the SCAQMD is required to reduce emissions of ROG, NO., and
CO by 5 percent annually from the 1987 basin inventory until the standard
is attained, or, failing this, implement all feasible emission control measures
possible. (The SCAB is also in nonattainment of the state PMo standards. I
However, PM,0 is not specifically addressed in the CCAA.)

The mandates of the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) also apply I
to the SCAQMD, and require areas in nonattainment of the federal standards
to reduce basinwide emissions by 15 percent over a 6-year period (ending in
November 15, 1996), and by 3 percent per year thereafter. Since the

1-14 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS
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Tabe 1-19. hI-/Out-Mlgrent Population Emissions IOthe Reos Emissions) Associated with
Reuse Alternatives - Precioaawe Baseline" Itons/day)

£Alternative Year ROO NO. CO s0o. PM,.

Propoeed Action 2000 -0.348 -0.474 -1.725 -0.067 -0.731

2006 0.017 0.026 0.004 0.004 0.048

2010 0.104 0.217 0.763 0.030 0.496

Airport with h~xed 2000 -0.294 -0.3" -1.453 40.056 40.616IUse 2005 40.004 40.006 -0.020 40.001 -0.010

£2010 0.062 0.109 0.384 0.015 0.249

Aircraft Maintenance 2000 -0.306 -0.416 -1.513 40.058 -0.641
Center

2005 -0.041 40.065 -0.233 40.009 40.116

2010 0.000 40.001 -0.004 0.000 -0.0023Non-Aviation 2000 40.339 40.480 -1.676 40.065 40.711

2005 40.078 40.121 -0.437 40.017 -0.222

2010 0.012 0.025 0.089 0.003 0.05111I ~Note: (a) Emnisagons in tWe toble represent increases or decreases which would occur in the SCAB se the
result of population in. or out-migration associated wit the reuse alternatives. Population
mnigration in or out of the basin is determinad by comparing to the SCAB population which would
have ocourre under actv"t levels similar to preclosure conditions.

I requirements of the CCAA are more stringent than the requirements of the
CAAA, the regulatory focus in California has shifted towards compliance
with the CCAA. Ozone emission reductions in the form of ROG and NO,I control measures sre included in the SCAQMD's 1991 AQMP. Control
measures for CO, PM,O, and SO. (as a precursor to particulate formation) are
also included. However, the AQIMP does not meet the annual 5 percentU emission reduction requirements of the CCAA. Instead, the AQMP identifies
all feasible emission control measures to reduce basinwide 03, NOV, and CO
levels. Once approved by the CARBg the AQMP control measures will be

included in the California State Implementation Plan (SIP).3 COMPARISON OF AOMP MILESTONES WITH FEDERAL MILESTONES

The primary purpose of the AQPMP is to reduce ROG, NO,, CO, and PM10
emissions to reach attainment of the state standards within the SCAB.
Since the state standards are at least as stringent or more stringent than the
federal standards, attainment of the state standards will also result in
attainment of the federal standards. The reuse proponents would implement

all SIP emission reduction measures and future levels of ROG, NO,, CO, and

I Norton AFB Disposal end Rouse FEIS 1-15
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I
STable 1-25. Comparson of AOMP Emission Reductions with Mlestone E•mson

Redution Requied by Owe Federal Clea Air Act Amndments of 1910 tone/day)

Ozone

ROG NO. NO 2  CO PM1o

AQMP Projections Ia
1990 SCAB Emission Projection 1,145 1,079 1,079 4,132 1,046

1996 SCAB Emission Projection 765 801 801 2,726 989

1999 SCAB Emission Projection 545 660 660 2,360 961

2002 SCAB Emission Projection 399 568 568 2,058 932

2005 SCAB Emission Projection 316 495 495 1,781 904

2008 SCAB Emission Projection 234 422 422 1,503 875

I Reduction Required by CAA at '

Milestone Year 1 (1996) 172 162 162 620 157

SMilestone Year 2 (19991 275 259 259 992 251

Milestone Year 3 (2002) 378 356 -- i _W 3453 Milestone Year 4 (2005) 481 453 -1 -W 439

Milestone Year 5 (2008) 584 550 -' --

I AcWu SCAB Emissim Redutions at

Milestone Year 1 (1996) 380 277 277 1,406 57

Milestone Year 2 (1999) 600 418 418 1,772 85

Milestone Year 3 (2002) 746 511 -(d -W 114

SMilestone Year 4 (2005) 829 584 -W -W 142

Milestone Yew 5 (2008) 911 656 - -1d -0'

Notes: (a) Projecation ae from Tile 1-7.(b) A 1I5-peroent redution Is required in the period from 19901996. A -percent reduction is
required In ewh 3-yewr perid thwreafter.

(a) Attainment projected in yew 2000 (SCAOMD. 1991).
(d) Attainment projected in yew 2006 (SCAQMD. 1991).
(e) Vdues we equd to the difference between the mlletone yew end the yew 1990 entlealone.

I
I
B
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I

PM,, emissions would be reduced, or increased only slightly, from current
(preclosure) levels. Since the AQMP is designed to attain the more stringent
state standards, milestone emission reductions required by the federal
CAAA wiN be exceeded for all pollutants with the exception of PMo (see 1
Table 1-25). The reuse alternatives will not delay attainment of federal
standards or interim milestones for 03, NO2 , or CO. Attainment of the
federal PM,, standards is projected to occur in the year 2006 (SCAQMD,
1991). The small PM,, emission increases associated with the reuse
alternatives would cause some delay in the schedule for attainment unless
the emissions are successfully mitigated and offset. 3

SIP CONTROL MEASURES APPUCABLE TO THE REUSE ALTERNATIVES

The AOMP identifies numerous emission control strategies that target both I
stationary (point and ares) sources and mobile sources. Upon approval,
these control measure will be included in the SIP. Although the types and
number of emission sources that will be developed in relation to the various I
reuse alternatives are not known, the following are some of the stationary
source categories that could be present and would be affected by specific

control measures (SCAOMD, 1991).

"* Wood flatstock coatings
"* Paper, fabric, and film coatings l
"* Architectural coatings
"* Metal cleaning and degreasing
* Dry cleaners - perchloroethylene solvents l
"* Electronic components manufacturing
"* Petroleum bulk terminals
"* Residential and commercial water/space heater
"* Swimming pool water heating
"* Rubber products manufacturing
" Woodworking operations I
* Small boilers and process heaters

* Metal melting furnaces

* Curing and drying ovens I
* Glass melting furnaces
* Cement kilns
* Gasoline transfer/dispensing operations I
* Commercial charbroiling facilities
* Deep fat frying operations

The AQMP also identifies the following mobile, transportation, land use, and
energy conservation control measures that would be implemented to reduce

emissions: 3
"* Zero-emission urban buses
"* Low-emission new fleet vehicles I

1-20 Norton AFB Disposal and Reuse FEIS 3
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* Inspection and nmaint c program n
* Conl of emissions from jet acraft

* Alternative work schedulas and locations
Employer ridehare and transit incentives

*Traffic flow ieproveame-nts
* Auto use restrictions5 Pari ldng mainagement
* Goods movement management
* Raog consolidation to reduce grade crossings5 * Freeway and hiOWhay capacity enhancments

* Increased dwth a Integrity of homes and buildings
* Increased efficiency of apace conditionin equipment
S* Energy conservation practices
S Was recycling

5In contrast to the above speciflicity of the measures that will be included in
the SIP, the land uses that would be a part of th proposed reuse
aenatves are defined only in very general terms. Thes land uses include3 the following:

* Airport with aviation support3 * Industrial
* Institutional (medical and educational)
* Commercial
S* Residential

* Recreational

Specific businesses (i.e., Specific emission sourcb types) within thsse
general land uses are not defined for the proposed reuse alternatives.
Therefore, it is not possible to determine at this time which specific SIP
control measures would apply; however, many could potentially apply,
depending on the specific land uses (i.e., business types) associated with
the eventual rouse altemative. Whatever land uses are eventuallyscted

i for the rouse of Norton AFB, the now emnission sources would need to

comply with all applicable control measures contained in the SIP at that
time.

N
I
I
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m

m APPENDIX J

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND OTHER SPECIES OF CONCERN OCCURRING
m ON OR NEAR NORTON AIR FORCE BASE

I Based on known habitat requirements and distribution, a number of federally
and state-listed threatened, endangered, and candidate species may occur at
Norton Air Force Base (AFB). Table J-1 (also appearing in the main body ofI this document as Table 3.4-9) summarizes information on listed and
candidate species, and additional information for many of these species is3 presented below.

Least Bell's Vireo. The least Bell's vireo (Vireo be/ii pusillus) has been listed
as endangered by the federal government and the state of California. In

m. summer, the vireo resides in lowland riparian woodlands. Numbers have
declined due to brood parasitism and habitat decline. The bird is known to
occur near Norton AFB (U.S. Air Force, 1990f), but due to lack of habitat, it
is unlikely to occur on base except incidentally.

Swainson's Hawk. Swainson's hawk (But.o swainsonis) has been listed as
threatened by the state of California. Its favored habitat includes plains,
ranges, and low hills. Six individuals were observed on base during spring

field surveys by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (1990).

Los Angeles Little Pocket Mouse. The Los Angeles little pocket mouse
(Perognathus longimembris brevinasus) is a federal Category 2 candidate
species and a California Species of Special Concern. The pocket mouse
inhabits open ground with fine sandy substrate and is expected to occur at
Norton AFB.

Stephen's Kangaroo Rat. Stephen's kangaroo rat Dipodomys stephens,)
has been listed as endangered by the federal government and threatened by
the state of California. Norton AFB is located at the northern extent of the
kangaroo rat's range. Trapped animals have been recorded by the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) approximately 4 miles south of the
base. Stephen's kangaroo rat may occur at the southeast edge of the base
along the Santa Ana Wash.

San Diego Homed Lizard. The San Diego homed lizard (Phrynosoma
coronetum blafnvi/il) is a Category 2 candidate for federal listing.
Appropriate habitat for the lizard includes sandy washes with scattered low
shrubs for cover. The San Diego homed lizard may occur in the Santa Ana
Wash at the southeastern edge of the base.

Norton AFO Disposal and Reuse FEIS J-1
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Orange-Throated Whiptal. The orange-throated whiptail (Cnemrdophorus
hyperythrus), a Category 2 candidate for federal listing, has been recorded
5 miles south of Norton AFB by the CNDDB (California Department of Fish
and Game [CDFG], 1990). The lizard inhabits washes and other sandy areas 3
with rocks and patches of brush and may occur along the southern
boundary of the base.

Santa An& River Woolly-star. Santa Ana River woolly-star (Eriutrum
densifolium spp. senctorum), listed as endangered by the federal
government and the state of California, only occurs on an 8-mile stretch of
the Santa Ana River floodplain from Norton AFB to the mouth of the river
canyon. A population of this species has been observed within the base
boundary from the golf course clubhouse to the eastern base boundary
(USFWS, 1990).

Slender-Homed Spineflower. The slender-horned spineflower (Dodecaheme

/eptoceras) is a prostrate annual that occurs on sandy river terraces and in
washes. It is listed as endangered by the federal government and the state
of California. Two populations of the species have been observed in
association with the Santa Ana River woolly-star in the Santa Ana Wash
near the base. The slender-homed spineflower may occur along the
southeast edge of the base. 5
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5 Table J-1. Threatened. Endangered, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring

in the Vicinity of Norton AFS
(Page 1 of 3)

Status"
Name Federal State CNPS Habitat and Distribution

Insects
Greenest tiger beetle C1 Occurs in fine sandy substrate near

(Cinindela tranquebarica riparian habitats. Historically ranged

viridissima) along the Santa Ana River from
Orange County to the base of the
San Bernardino Mountains. May
occur in the Santa Ana Wash on
Norton AFB (USFWS, 1990).

Reptiles

San Diego homed lizard C2 CSC Occurs in sandy washes with

(Phrynosoma coronatum scattered low shrubs for cover

b/ainv#ilel) (Stebbins, 1985). Has been
extirpated from most lowland areas5 in southern California. May occur at
Norton AFB.

Orange-throated whiptail C2 CSC Inhabits washes and other sandy

(Cnemidophorus areas with rocks and patches of

hyperythrus) brush. Has been sighted 5 miles
south of Norton AFB (CDFG, 1991).
May occur on base.

Southwestern pond turtle C1 CSC Occurs in a variety of aquatic
(Clemmys marmorata habitats with both permanent and

pallide) intermittent water. Historically
found throughout southern
California. Only scattered
populations remain. May occur in
the golf course ponds at Norton AFB
(USFWS, 1990).

Birds
Swainson's hawk T Habitat includes plains, range, and

(Butso swainsonfil open hills. Has been observed on
Norton AFB (USFWS, 1990).

Burrowing owl CSC Inhabits open grassland, prairies,

(A then& cunicularie) farmland, and airfields. Occurs as a3 year-round resident on base.

I
I
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Table J-1. Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring I
in the Vicinity of Norton AFB

(Page 2 of 3) 3
Status"m

Name Federal State CNPS Habitat and Distribution

Least Bell's vireo E E In summer, the vireos reside in I
(Vireo belii pusillus) lowland riparian woodlands. Known

to occur near Norton AFB (U.S. Air
Force, 1990). Unlikely to occur on I
base except incidentally due to lack
of habitat.

Loggerhead shrike C2 - Forages over open or brushy areas.
(Lan/us ludovicianus) Observed on Norton AFB.

Mammals;

Stephen's kangaroo rat E T - Norton AFB is located at the
(Dipodomys stephensid northern extent of the kangaroo

rat's range. Have been observed
within 5 miles south of the base.
May occur at Norton AFB (CDFG, 3
1991).

Los Angeles little pocket C2 CSC Habitat includes open ground with

mouse fine sandy substrate. Historically U
(Perognathus occurred in the San Fernando-
longimembis brevinasus) Burbank-Los Angeles areas. Known

to occur at Norton AFB (USFWS, I
1990).

San Bernardino Merriam's C2 - Inhabits open ground with fine
kangaroo rat sandy soils. Collected in alluvial U

(Dipodomys merriami scrub and olive tree habitats on the
parvus) base (USFWS, 1990). 3

Plants

Santa Ana River woolly-star E E 1 B Occurs in alluvial fan sage scrub. 3
(Eriastrum densifolium Restricted to an 8-mile stretch of
ssp. sanctorum) the Santa Ana River floodplain from

Norton AFB to the mouth of the 1
river canyon. Observed at Norton

by biologists in Spring, 1991. I
I
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Table J-1. Threatened. Endangered, and Candidate Species Potentially Occurring
in the Vicinity of Norton AFS

(Page 3 of 3)

Status'd

Name Federal State CNPS Habitat and Distribution

Slender-homed spineflower E E 1 B Occurs on sandy river terraces and

(Dodecahema leptoceras) in washes. Has been observed in
association with the Santa Ana
River woolly-star in the Santa Ana
Wash. May occur on Norton AFB
within 2 miles on the base boundary
(CDFG, 1991).

Notes: (a) Federal Status (determined by USFWS)
E Endangered; in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.
T Threatened; likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or i

signifeant portion of its range.
C1 Substantial on-fila information on biological vulnerability and threat indicates that proposing to list these

species as endangered or threatened is appropriate.
C2 Information indicates that proposing to list these species is possibly appropriate, though more data on3 vulnerability and threat is necessary.

State Status
E Usted as endangered by the state of California.
T Usted as threatened by the state of California.
R Usted as rare by the state of California.
CE Candidate for listing as endangered by the state of California.
CSC CDFG "Species of Special Concern."

California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status
1I Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.33 Plants about which more information is needed - a review list.

N
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i APPENDIX K

I ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS AT NORTON AIR FORCE BASE
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3 APPENDIX L

NORTON AFB IRP BIBLIOGRAPHY

CDM Federal Programs Corporation. 1990. Final Field Sampling Plan. Site Characterization
Groundwater Investination for The Centrall Base Area of Norton AFB. California Volumes 1

and 2, San Francisco, California, August.

COM Federal Programs Corporation. 1990. Final Quality Assurance Proiect Plan, Central Base Area

Site Characterization for Norton AFB. California, San Francisco, California, August.
COM Federal Programs Corporation, 1990. Final Site Characterization Plan for the Central Bass

Area of Norton AFB. California. San Francisco, California, August.

CDM Federal Programs Corporation, 1991. Field Samolina Plan for The Comporehensive Remedial
lnvestioation and Feasibility Study. Norton AFB (Volumes 1 and 2), San Francisco,

California, March.

CDM Federal Programs Corporation, 1991. Final Comprehensive Remedial Investigation and

Feasibility Study Work Plan fr Norton AFB. California, San Francisco, California, February.
CDM Federal Programs Corporation, 1991. Final Field Samolina Plan. Site Characterization TCE

Source Investigation for The Central Base Area of Norton AFB. San Bernardino. California

Volumes 1 and 2, San Francisco, California, April.

CDM Federal Programs Corporation, 1992. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report. Central Base
Area Operable Unit. Norton AFB. San Bernardino. California- San Francisco, California,

CDM Federal Programs Corporation, 1992. Draft Final Remedial Investigation Report. Installation

Restoration Proaram Sites. Norton AFB. San Bernardino. California, San Francisco,
California, November.

ID eea Programs Corporation, 1993. Draft Basewide Records Search for Norton Air Force
Bs.San Bernardino. California Vol. 1, Doc. No. 7900-003-DR-TBA, prepared for Martin

Marietta Energy Systems, Inc., HAZWRAP, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and U.S. Air Force Bae"I Disposal Agency, Norton Air Force Bass, California, January 2 1.

Ecology and Environment, Inc., 1987. Installation Restoration Program. Phase 1l-Confirmation/
Quantification. Stage 2. Norton AFB. Final Report: May 1 986-September 1987. Buffalo,
New York, September.

Ecology and Environment, Inc., 1987. Work Plan for Installation Restoration Program. Stage, for

Norton AFB. California, Buffalo, New York, September.
Ecology and Environment, Inc., 1988. Installation Restoration Program. Stage 3. Norton AFB. Final

Reoort. Seotember 1987-December 1 98fl Volume 1, Appendices D-F, H-I; Lancaster, Now
York, December.

3 ~Ecology and Environment, Inc., 1988. Well Monitoring Data Repoor, Lancaster, New York, July.
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Ecology and Environment. Inc., 1989. Installation Restoration Prooram. Comprehensive Work Plan.
Final Report. for Norton AFB. California. Lancaster, Now York, March.

Engineering-Science, Inc., 1982. Installation Restoratin Program. Phase I* Records Search.
Norton AFB. California Atlanta, Georgia. October.I

U.S. Air Force 1990. Installation Restoration Program Community Relations Plan 63 CES/DEVI,
Norton AFB, April.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX, State of California, and U.S. Air Force. 1989.
Norton AFB Interaoency Agreement IIAGI, Complete Federal Facility Agreement, June 29.1

Weston, Roy F.. Inc., 1985. Installation Restoration Program. Final Renort. Phase 11. Staae 1 -
Problem Confirmation Study. Norton Air Force 51ne. 5.B.. California Volume I - Technical
Report, and Volume 11I- Appendices, West Chester, Pennsylvania, July 16.I
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